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In this era of educational accountability, achieving and maintaining high levels of student 
academic performance is the goal of every school.  State accountability models serve as the 
measure to determine if school districts are successfully educating students, and the 
responsibility of student academic success rests on the principal of each school.  Effective 
leadership is a necessary component of successful schools, especially in rural school districts.  
The focus of this research was to explore teachers’ perceptions of the leadership behaviors and 
practices of their principals and determine if relationships existed between the leadership 
behaviors and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
A survey research design was utilized in this study of eight schools across three rural 
school districts in central Mississippi.  The researcher utilized The Principal Instructional 
Management Rating Scale to survey 121 teacher participants regarding their perceptions of 
principals’ leadership behaviors or practices.  The study revealed no statistically significant 
relationships existed between principals’ leadership behaviors and school accountability ratings.  
However, the findings support existing literature on the indirect influence of principal leadership 
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School administrators are tasked with creating and maintaining educational environments 
which support high levels of student achievement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood et al., 
2004; Louis & Murphy, 2017; Mississippi Department of Education, 2017a; National 
Association of Elementary School Principals, 2013).  In addition, while providing vision and 
guidance to teachers and students, school administrators must be instructional and curriculum 
leaders, disciplinarians, educational innovators, parent and community liaisons, financial experts, 
and data analysts (Allen et al., 2015; Day et al., 2016; National Association of Elementary 
School Principals, 2013; O’Donnell & White, 2005).  A plethora of research studies have shown 
the importance of administrators must not be underestimated because ultimately school 
administrators bear the responsibility for students’ academic performance (Allen et al., 2015; 
Jacobson, 2011; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood et al., 2004).  
Federal mandates such as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and its replacement, 
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), required states to oversee the implementation and 
management of the educational process for their students (United States Department of 
Education, 2017a; NCLB, 2002; ESSA, 2015). Both NCLB and ESSA reauthorized the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, a civil rights law that provided 
additional funding through grants awarded to school districts which served low-income students 
(United States Department of Education, 2017c).  ESSA was signed into law in 2015, going into 
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effect with the 2017-2018 school year (ESSA, 2015).  The purpose of ESSA is to ensure that all 
children have equal opportunity to receive high-quality education, thus closing educational 
achievement gaps that exist among student groups with differing backgrounds and ethnicities 
(ESSA, 2015).  Accordingly, states are tasked with establishing accountability models to assess 
and monitor the education of its students.  For example, current legislation deems education 
appropriate and successful when a student meets college and career ready standards (United 
States Department of Education, 2017b). 
In the current era of educational accountability (NCLB, ESSA, ESEA, etc.), achieving 
and maintaining high levels of student performance is the goal of every school placing principal 
leadership at the forefront (Jacobson, 2011).  While the role of the principal is multi-faceted, the 
primary responsibility of any school leader is to facilitate effective instruction that results in 
student learning and achievement (O’Donnell & White, 2005). Although the principal’s 
influence on student achievement is indirect, principals directly influence teacher commitment, 
which in turn directly affects student achievement (Ross & Gray, 2006).  Multiple researchers 
concluded that while the quality of classroom instruction is the primary school-based factor that 
contributes to student academic achievement, principal leadership is a significant contributor to 
student learning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood et al., 2004).  
Statement of the Problem 
State accountability models serve to measure the degree to which a school and school 
district successfully educated its students (ESSA, 2015).  The Mississippi Department of 
Education (2019) reported that of the 877 public schools in the state, 77 were ”F” schools 
according to the latest accountability model, and 153 were labeled as “D” schools.  Failing 
schools, as well as those in jeopardy of failing were not meeting the educational standards set 
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forth by the state (Mississippi Department of Education, 2019).  While many factors contribute 
to the failure of schools, school leaders bear the weight of responsibility for the level of 
achievement of the school in which they lead (Allen et al., 2015; Jacobson, 2011; Leithwood & 
Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood et al., 2004).  Decades of research consistently found positive 
relationships existed between principal leadership behaviors and student academic success, and 
high-performing principals support teachers and facilitate quality instruction (Cotton, 2003).  
With the responsibility of improving and sustaining high levels of student achievement, school 
leaders are required to seek to identify and implement effective leadership practices (Allen et al., 
2015; Hartman, 2018).  Effective leadership practices lead to increases in student achievement, 
and differences in principal effectiveness influence all students within a school (Branch et al., 
2013).  In the same manner that highly effective school leaders positively impact student 
achievement, ineffective principals negatively impact student achievement (Branch et al., 2013).  
An important factor determining the effectiveness of school leadership is the working 
relationship between the principal and teachers within the school (Cotton, 2003).  How teachers 
perceive the leadership capabilities of the principal provides insight into the educational climate 
of the school, as well as the effectiveness of the instructional program (Mayes & Gethers, 2018).  
Teachers expect principals to have a long-term vision for the school rather than only being 
focused on the day-to-day operations and student discipline (Finnigan, 2012).  When teachers 
trust the leadership abilities and vision of the principal, they have the confidence to express 
concerns as well as achievements (Mayes & Gethers, 2018).  Mayes and Gethers (2018) also 
state that when teachers have no confidence in the leadership ability of the principal, school 
climate and student achievement declines.  Over time, ineffective school leadership leads to 
progressively worsening outcomes, including apathy, loss of trust, frustration, inefficient 
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implementation of practices, declining student academic performance, and increased teacher 
turnover (Soehner & Ryan, 2011).   
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to explore teachers’ perceptions of the leadership 
behaviors and practices of principals within three rural school districts. Moreover, the study 
sought to determine if positive relationships existed between the perceived principal leadership 
behaviors and practices and each school’s accountability ratings. The desired outcome of this 
study was to identify leadership practices of the principals that could be incorporated across 
school districts to improve accountability ratings of the individual schools and districts. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this study. The research questions addressed 
teachers’ perceptions regarding school administrators’ leadership behaviors as measured on the 
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS).  
1) What are the teachers’ perceptions regarding school administrators’ leadership 
behaviors as measured on the PIMRS in three rural school districts? 
2) Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions regarding 
the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Defining the School Mission 
(Framing the School Goals and Communicating the School Goals) as measured on the 
PIMRS and the schools’ accountability ratings in three rural school districts?  
3) Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions regarding 
the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Managing the Instructional 
Program (Coordinating the Curriculum, Supervising and Evaluating Instruction, and 
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Monitoring Student Progress) as measured on the PIMRS and the schools’ 
accountability ratings in three rural school districts?  
4) Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions regarding 
the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Developing a Positive 
Learning Climate (Protecting Instructional Time, Providing Incentives for Teachers, 
Providing Incentives for Learning, Promoting Professional Development, and 
Maintaining High Visibility) as measured on the PIMRS and the schools’ accountability 
ratings in three rural school districts? 
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms are provided for meaning and clarity.  These terms were used 
throughout the study. 
Accountability standards refer to measuring a school’s success in providing college and 
career ready education for students (Mississippi Department of Education, 2017a).  The state of 
Mississippi has established accountability standards for all public schools operating within the 
state (Mississippi Department of Education, 2017a).  Schools within the state are rated according 
to the number of points earned based on student performance on state mandated assessments.  
Ratings for districts and schools are divided into five categories and range from “A” to “F”, with 
“A” ratings being awarded for high performance on state assessments, and “F” ratings being 
awarded for low performance on state assessments. There are two categories of schools, those 
without a 12th grade and those with a 12th grade.  Schools with no 12th grade are rated on a 700-
point scale based on student performance in each of the following seven categories:  reading 
proficiency, reading growth of all students, reading growth of the lowest performing students, 
mathematics proficiency, mathematics growth of all students, mathematics growth of the lowest 
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performing students, and science proficiency.  Schools having a 12th grade are rated on a 1000-
point scale based on student performance in each of the following eleven categories: reading 
proficiency, reading growth of all students, reading growth of the lowest performing students, 
mathematics proficiency, mathematics growth of all students, mathematics growth of the lowest 
performing students, science proficiency, United States history proficiency, graduation rate, 
college and career readiness, and acceleration.   
College and career readiness for accountability is determined by the average ACT test 
scores of the schools’ 11th grade students (Mississippi Department of Education, 2017a).  
Acceleration points are awarded based on the number and performance of the school’s students 
enrolled in advanced placement and dual credit courses. 
District ratings are based on student performance on state mandated assessments 
(Mississippi Department of Education, 2017a).  Districts receive ratings based on the combined 
performance of each of the schools within the district.  Districts are rated using the same 1000-
point scale as schools having a 12th grade.  School districts are rated based on student 
performance in each of the following eleven categories: reading proficiency, reading growth of 
all students, reading growth of the lowest performing students, mathematics proficiency, 
mathematics growth of all students, mathematics growth of the lowest performing students, 
science proficiency, United States History proficiency, graduation rate, college and career 
readiness, and acceleration.  College and career readiness for accountability is determined by the 
average of ACT scores of the districts’ 11th grade students.  Acceleration points are awarded 
based on the number and performance of the district’s students enrolled in advanced placement 
and dual credit courses. 
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Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) is an instrument developed 
by Dr. Philip Hallinger that is used for rating the instructional leadership behaviors of school 
principals (Hallinger, 1983).  The PIMRS is comprised of three domains containing 10 subscales.  
The PIMRS is a 50-question survey instrument that measures the degree to which those surveyed 
rate school administrators regarding leading the teaching and learning in their assigned schools.  
Significance of the Study 
 School district leaders and administrators may utilize the results from this study to guide 
principals in evaluating the effectiveness of current leadership practices.  School district leaders 
and administrators may identify leadership behaviors not currently in use that can be 
implemented to positively impact student achievement and improve school accountability 
ratings. 
 This study is significant because it has the potential to assist districts in identifying 
leadership practices that may improve student academic performance resulting in improved 
accountability ratings.  This study extends the body of knowledge with regards to leadership 
practices of principals in rural school districts. 
Conceptual Framework of the Study 
Components of this study include the outcome variables of accountability data from the 
Mississippi Department of Education’s district and school report cards. Data were collected from 
participating teachers’ responses to the 50-question survey embodying the PIMRS (10 subscales 






Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of the Study 
 
As shown in Figure 1, the participants were 121 teachers from 3 rural school districts (8 
schools). The survey instrument included demographic information and the 50 items of the 
PIRMS. Correlations were determined using the participants’ responses and the outcome variable 
of school accountability ratings. 
Theoretical Framework 
 To aid in understanding the relationship between student learning and school leadership, 
the PIMRS was developed (Hallinger, 1983).  The practice-driven instructional leadership 
model, which was measured by the PIMRS, served as a model for effective schools (Hallinger, 
2011). Through the PIMRS, teachers rated the extent to which school leaders exhibited specific 
leadership behaviors associated with successful students and successful schools (Hallinger, 
2011).  Hallinger and Murphy’s instructional leadership model included three dimensions which 
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were divided into 10 subscales (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).  The three dimensions of the 
PIMRS include defining the school mission, managing the instructional program, and developing 
a positive school learning climate.  The dimension of defining the school mission includes the 
subscales of framing the school’s goals and communicating the school’s goals.  The dimension 
of managing the instructional program includes the subscales of coordinating the curriculum, 
supervising and evaluating instruction, and monitoring student progress.  The dimension of 
developing a positive school learning climate includes the subscales of protecting instructional 
time, providing incentives for teachers, providing incentives for learning, promoting professional 
development, and maintaining high visibility.  
Moreover, the study was grounded in a theoretical framework of transformational 
leadership. Northouse (2013) described transformational leadership as an all-encompassing 
leadership style in which the leader inspired followers to success. Transformational leadership 
theory emphasizes the importance of the leader in understanding and adapting to the needs of 
their followers in order to motivate them. Transformational leaders are described as change 
agents and positive role models who clearly verbalize visions for the organization they lead 
(Northouse, 2013). In education, transformational leadership is evidenced by inspirational 
motivation of students and teachers by the school administrator’s ability to accomplish change 
by effectively communicating vision, goals, and expectations while providing the necessary tools 
and support (Marzano et al., 2005). 
Research Design and Methodology 
 A quantitative survey research design was used for this study.  The PIMRS, consisting of 
three dimensions and 10 subscales, along with a query for personal demographic data were 
administered to 121 teachers in eight schools across three rural school districts in Mississippi.  
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Descriptive statistics and correlations were computed.  Each teacher was asked to include the 
number of years of teaching experience, number of years worked at current school, number of 
years worked with current principal, school’s accountability rating when hired, school’s current 
accountability rating, and gender of current principal, and gender of their current principal. 
Delimitations 
 Teacher participants of the study included those employed in the districts for the 
academic year 2019-2020.  Participating teachers completed the PIMRS survey for the principal 
leading the school in which they taught at the time the survey was administered. 
Organization of the Study 
 This study is organized into five chapters.  The first chapter, which provides an 
introduction to the study, includes the (a) statement of the problem, (b) purpose of the study, (c) 
research questions, (d) significance of the study, (e) delimitations, (f) definition of terms, and (g) 
a conceptual framework of the study, and an overview of the research design. 
 Chapter II incorporates a review of related literature focusing on principals.  The chapter 
includes literature related to school accountability, effective school leadership, school leadership 
and student accountability, principals’ leadership behaviors, principals in rural schools, and 
teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership. 
 Chapter III contains a discussion of the methodology for the study.  This chapter includes 
background information, setting, data collection procedures, and the data analysis method used 
to determine research findings and conclusions. 
 Chapter IV presents the findings of the research.  The findings were obtained through the 
collection and analysis of the data obtained through the research conducted. 
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Chapter V includes discussion and the implications drawn from the study. A summary of 




REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of the literature associated with 
teachers’ perceptions of principals’ leadership practices and school accountability. The literature 
review begins with a discussion about school accountability and effective school leadership. The 
chapter then focuses on school leadership and student achievement, particularly principals’ 
leadership behaviors and practices.  In addition, the review of literature includes a discussion of 
effective principals’ practices in rural schools and teacher’s perception of principal leadership. 
School Accountability 
 In this age of educational accountability, achieving and maintaining high levels of student 
achievement is the goal of every school, and student achievement is the measure by which a 
principal’s effectiveness is gauged (Jacobson, 2011; Louis & Murphy, 2017; Renihan & Noonan, 
2012).  Increasing pressure is being placed on school administrators as they are being held 
accountable for student performance on high stakes standardized tests, and at the same time 
many studies concluded that the principal’s influence on student achievement is only indirect 
(Allen et al., 2015; Brown, 2016; Day et al., 2016; Ross & Gray, 2006). Accountability models 
demand principals become change agents to increase student achievement and improve school 
accountability ratings (Dutta & Sahney, 2016; ESSA, 2015; Jacobson, 2011; Marks & Printy, 
2003; Mississippi Department of Education, 2017a; O’Donnell & White, 2005).   
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Effective School Leadership 
Through in-depth study of 81 research articles written since 1985 on the topic of 
principals and student achievement, Cotton (2003) concluded that decades of educational 
research found that positive relationships consistently existed between student academic 
achievement and leadership behaviors of principals.  The researcher stated that hundreds of 
research studies corroborated the assertion that effective principals drive curricular initiatives 
and instructional improvements that lead to increases in student academic performance (Cotton, 
2003).  Cotton (2003) also found multiple researchers concluded highly effective school leaders 
support and facilitate instruction in every way possible.  Ross and Gray (2006) found that 
principals had the ability to positively impact student achievement by first building positive and 
trusting relationships with teachers. School administrators can positively shape the climate and 
culture of a school by building genuine and trusting relationships and by becoming actively 
engaged in daily interactions with students and teachers (Gentilucci & Muto, 2007; Nettles & 
Herrington, 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008).  Soehner and 
Ryan (2011) explained that the influence of an effective principal extended past successful 
management of facilities, resources, personnel, and curriculum into the halls and classrooms 
through a positive and caring school environment which encouraged and supported student 
academic achievement.  Principals set the emotional tone in schools as optimism was found to be 
an important characteristic of a successful school leader (Blase & Kirby, 2000).  Soehner and 
Ryan (2011) described the effective administrator as one who actively participated in the daily 
life of the school, including being visible to faculty and students in classrooms and hallways, as 
well as being present at extra-curricular activities and Professional Learning Community (PLC) 
meetings.  Effective administrators create a school climate in which teachers are more likely to 
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embrace the instructional strategies and practices presented by the principal, to serve as mentors 
to fellow teachers, and to put forth greater effort to ensure student achievement (Ross & Gray, 
2006).  Day et al. (2016) emphasized the importance of the school leader in shaping school 
culture to align with his/her vision for the school, which in turn increases the quality of 
instruction by teachers and learning by students.  Effective school leaders instill a culture of high 
expectations within their schools which encourages professional growth among the teachers; 
however, in this educational environment, ineffective teachers become evident and often leave, 
either through dismissal or personal choice (Branch et al., 2013).     
 Although much research indicated that principals’ practices affected student achievement 
only indirectly, numerous researchers determined principals have the ability and responsibility to 
positively impact classroom instruction by providing quality professional development 
opportunities for teachers (Allen et al., 2015; Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016; Nettles & Herrington, 
2007; O’Donnell & White, 2005).  Effective school leaders demonstrated strong and direct 
influence on teacher commitment and self-efficacy (Shatzer et al., 2014).  When teachers were 
given the opportunity to learn new instructional practices and to improve the quality of their 
instruction, their confidence in teaching improved and student achievement was positively 
impacted (Allen et al., 2015; Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; O’Donnell 
& White, 2005).   
Educational Climate 
Positive school leadership was also found to increase teacher confidence and morale and 
improved the educational climate which led to increased student achievement (Ross & Gray, 
2006).  Nettles and Herrington (2007) concluded that student achievement was most directly 
impacted through the relationships built by the teacher; however, the principal was also 
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responsible for building capacity in teachers and providing growth opportunities for both 
teachers and students.  School leadership matters, and the type of leadership exercised by the 
principal showed the potential to effect positive student outcomes (Ross & Gray, 2006).  
 Silva et al. (2011) conducted an experimental study in which they explored the effects of 
focused conversations between a principal and nonproficient eighth grade reading students.  The 
purpose of Silva et al.’s (2011) study was to identify specific principal behaviors that could be 
replicated to encourage and support students’ academic success.  The principal in the study 
purposefully discussed individual reading goals with each of the nonproficient students prior to 
taking the state mandated reading test for eighth graders, and students were surveyed following 
the test to discuss what, if any, influence the principal’s conversation had on their test 
performance.  Silva et al. (2011) reported that students expressed their belief that the principal-
led conversations had a positive effect on their test performance.   
 Jacobson (2011) examined the effects of administrator leadership on achieving and 
maintaining student and school success.  Through this study, Jacobson (2011) identified the 
following constants required for obtaining and maintaining a successful school.  
1.  Successful principals create and maintain a safe learning environment for students.   
2. Successful principals also set and clearly communicate a vision for the school, while at   
     the same time conveying high expectations for all teachers and students.   
3. Successful principals also build strong relationships between school and home.   
4. Successful school leaders develop the ability to develop teachers and create  
    meaningful connections between school and home.   
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Jacobson (2011) concluded that perhaps the most important characteristic of a successful 
principal is the ability to create a nurturing and physically safe learning environment for both 
children and adults. 
 Dutta and Sahney (2016) examined the role of school leadership with relation to teacher 
job satisfaction and school climate and student academic performance.  The researchers 
suggested that while school leadership was a key factor in student achievement, the physical 
environment and climate of a school also influenced student achievement and teacher job 
satisfaction (Dutta & Sahney, 2016). Further, studies showed the climate of a school was linked 
to the actual building, resources, available technologies, student-teacher ratios, class size, 
availability and quality of professional development, and principal leadership style (Dutta & 
Sahney, 2016; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Ross & Gray, 2006; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 
2015).  Findings showed principals who consciously considered each element of the school 
climate provided teachers with increased job satisfaction (Dutta & Sahney, 2016).  Dutta and 
Sahney (2016) concluded that teachers who reported high levels of job satisfaction were more 
engaged with their students and more likely to provide higher levels of academic support for 
students, thus increasing the opportunity for increased academic achievement. Teachers reported 
higher job satisfaction and enthusiastically supported principals who were found to be 
encouraging and supportive of collaboration among teachers (Blase & Blase, 1999). Ewington et 
al. (2008) found similarities among small schools with successful principals and noted that 
although small schools are more likely to have principals who are more mobile, staying for short 
periods of time, the small school environment contributed to a familial feel in the school.  
Ewington et al. (2008) concluded that this familial feel has the potential to lead to a closely-knit 




 In an effort to link principal instructional leadership behaviors directly to student 
achievement, Gentilucci and Muto (2007) sought student perspectives on principal influence.  
The purpose of Gentilucci and Muto’s (2007) study was for students to identify behaviors and 
interactions with principals that positively influenced their academic achievement.  Gentilucci 
and Muto (2007) found that students revealed that principals who were routinely visible in 
classrooms and who were actively involved with students were perceived as being relatable and 
approachable.  Students reported that even short classroom visits by the principal were positive 
interactions, especially when the principal asked questions or gave assistance to students during  
the classroom visits (Gentilucci and Muto, 2007).  Other findings from Gentilucci and Muto’s 
(2007) study included the following: 
1.  Principals who celebrated student successes publicly and attended extra-curricular 
activities were perceived as genuinely concerned about students. 
2. The availability of the principal both formally and informally positively influenced 
student academic outcomes. 
3. Students expressed feeling connected with principals who spent time with students 
discussing both academic and nonacademic topics. 
4. Students expressed that principals who stayed in the office throughout the school day 
or who only interacted with students for disciplinary reasons were not connected to 
students or concerned with their academic performance.  
In general, Gentilucci and Muto (2007) concluded that principals who were routinely actively 




School Leadership and Student Achievement 
Soehner and Ryan (2011) explored the connection between school leadership and student 
achievement, and their study indicated classroom instruction was the only factor with greater 
influence on student learning than school leadership.  Although research indicated the influence 
of principals on student achievement was indirect, it was vital (Soehner & Ryan, 2011).  
Principals were central in establishing positive learning environments for teachers and students 
by creating school visions, establishing climate of high expectations, and nurturing positive 
classroom interactions with students and teachers (Soehner & Ryan, 2011).  Brown (2016) 
echoed the connection between the school leader and student achievement in a qualitative study 
that examined the indirect impact of the principal on student achievement.  Through a series of 
interviews and observations, Brown (2016) shared that principals who had the capacity to 
balance the business and managerial side of administration with the data, classroom instruction, 
and human factor side of administration built a strong school culture which supported student 
achievement.  Soehner and Ryan (2011) also reported the principal’s presence in PLC meetings 
communicated his/her commitment to the school and student achievement.   
Overwhelmingly, scholars advocate effective leadership is an integral part of increasing 
student academic achievement (Blase & Blase, 1999; Blase & Kirby, 2000; Boberg & Bourgeois, 
2016; Chappelear & Price, 2012; Day et al., 2016; Dutta & Sahney, 2016; Gentilucci & Muto, 
2007; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood et al., 2004; Marzano et 
al., 2005; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; Ross & Gray, 2006).  School administrators seeking ways 
to improve student achievement must focus on current academic performance; therefore, 
monitoring of grades, classroom participation, and behavior allow administrators to gain a more 
accurate view of student learning (Nettles & Herrington, 2007).  Scholars pointed out principal 
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leadership influences the achievement of students, and principals should continually seek ways 
to actively engage positively with teachers and students (Soehner & Ryan, 2011).  Day et al. 
(2016) noted the effects of effective school leadership were found to be evident over time as a 
culture of success and student achievement would become the new tradition for formally 
struggling schools (Day et al., 2016).  Nettles and Herrington (2007) stressed the importance of 
objectively evaluating the effectiveness of instructional planning, classroom teaching, and 
professional development to strengthen each of those areas with the goal of improving student 
academic achievement. 
Teachers and administrators continually sought ways to provide quality instruction as 
students prepare for testing (Hoffman and Nottis, 2008).  In order to investigate what factors 
effectively prepared students for mandated standardized tests, Hoffman and Nottis (2008) 
surveyed middle school eighth grade students prior to the administration of a state-mandated test.  
By surveying students, Hoffman and Nottis (2008) discovered students were most motivated to 
perform well on standardized tests when rewards were promised, when high expectations were 
expressed by adults, and when informed that administrators would see their scores.  Hoffman and 
Nottis (2008) also noted students felt the need to be successful on standardized tests, because the 
school had traditionally been highly successful on standardized tests in recent school history.   
Hoffman and Nottis (2008) found principals were important in setting the tone for preparing 
students for state-mandated standardized tests, for encouraging teachers to build student 
confidence, and for building a culture of success within the school environment. 
Principals’ Leadership Behaviors 
 School principals impacting student achievement were referred to in the literature as 
transformational leaders (Marks & Printy, 2003).  Ross and Gray (2006) found that 
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transformational leaders were best suited to increase teacher efficacy and commitment to the 
school mission, thus leading to increased student achievement.  Day et al. (2016) offered 
evidence that successful school leaders incorporated both transformational and instructional 
leadership qualities into their personal leadership styles. To explore this strategy, Day et al. 
(2016) conducted an in-depth case study of twenty schools using a national survey in which 
principals and their staffs expressed their perceptions of what improvement strategies 
successfully encouraged increased student academic performance.  Day et al.’s (2016) findings 
revealed that principal leadership style along with an embedded understanding of school’s needs 
and values provided a foundation conducive to improved and ongoing academic success. 
  Boberg and Bourgeois (2016) studied effects of transformational leadership on student 
achievement. Boberg and Bourgeois (2016) surveyed 569 teachers and 5392 students to better 
understand principal leadership.  The study provided confirmation that principals who monitored 
the quality of teacher instruction and the progress of student achievement increased cooperation 
among teachers and students while also increasing teacher commitment to student success.  
Boberg and Bourgeois’ (2016) study revealed that teachers who felt supported by their 
administrators were more likely to feel optimistic about their influence on student achievement.  
The researchers also found that although principal influence was indirect, principals did 
influence student achievement by supporting and encouraging teachers (Boberg & Bourgeois, 
2016).  The researchers concluded that school leaders who built capacity of teachers increased 
student engagement and academic performance (Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016).  
 In studying transformational leadership, researchers identified the ability to set high 
expectations for both teachers and students while building trust to be important characteristics of  
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a successful principal (Hewitt & Reitzug, 2015).  The researchers explained effective 
transformational leaders held high expectations from low performing teachers and students, but 
they also expected high performers to increase their performance as well (Hewitt & Reitzug, 
2015).  In addition to setting high expectations, effective leaders also possessed the willingness 
to do whatever was necessary to assist teachers and students in meeting those expectations 
(Hewitt & Reitzug, 2015).  In addition, effective school leaders were continually gaining 
knowledge and nurturing growth in those around them while leveraging that knowledge and 
growth to fulfill their vision and accomplish positive change (Hewitt & Reitzug, 2015).  In their 
study, Hewitt and Reitzug (2015) noted effective and transformational school leaders focused on 
the needs of students while at the same time building strong and trusting relationships with the 
adults on their campuses. 
Principals in Rural Schools 
 Over 9.3 million American students, or almost one in five, were enrolled in a rural school 
during 2018 (McHenry-Sober, 2019).  Rural schools have played an immeasurable part in 
instilling values, teaching community traditions, supporting the community while educating the 
students (Wieczorek & Manard, 2018).  Although principals in large urban schools faced 
extreme obstacles on the road to academic success, principals of small or rural schools also faced 
a multitude of obstacles (Day, Gu, & Sammons, 2016; Ewington et al., 2006; Renihan & 
Noonan, 2012).  Within rural schools, the role of the principal was deemed complex  as well as a 
position of prominence in both the school and community (Wieczorek & Manard, 2018).  
Wieczorek and Manard (2018) noted the workloads of rural principals were highly changeable 
and often excessive due to lack of resources, including financial and human capital.  Faced with 
the reality of meeting district and community expectations with limited resources and small 
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teaching staffs, rural principals were tasked with providing high-quality learning environments 
for students, supporting teachers, and establishing himself/herself as an involved member of the 
community in which they serve (Wieczorek & Manard, 2018).  Preston and Barnes (2017) noted 
effective rural principals were change agents who led by example, in other words, the principal 
worked alongside the faculty and staff to meet the needs of the school.  In addition to modeling 
desired behaviors, the effective rural principal established and maintained respectful and genuine 
relationships with staff, students, parents, and community members (Preston & Barnes, 2017).  
Teamwork and shared responsibility were the hallmarks of an effective rural principal (Preston 
& Barnes, 2017). Likewise, Preston and Barnes (2017) also noted highly effective principals 
made themselves available to teachers, encouraged collaboration with and among teachers, and 
built the instructional capacity of teachers. 
Renihan and Noonan (2012) conducted a study to learn more about how rural school 
principals viewed their roles, particularly as instructional and assessment leaders.  Although 
responsible for carrying out a vast array of job responsibilities, rural principals reported their 
priority was to serve as a strong instructional leader within their schools (Renihan & Noonan, 
2012).  Because of the student populations, teachers in rural schools generally taught multiple 
grades or multiple courses in a subject area (Renihan & Noonan, 2012).  Principals expressed the 
importance of assisting teachers in learning to balance the responsibility of multiple courses or 
grades (Renihan & Noonan, 2012).  Additional challenges facing educators in rural schools 
included lack of resources and students living in poverty (Day et al., 2016).  Further, Day et al. 
(2016) acknowledged that schools consisting of students from poverty experienced additional 
challenges, including lack of teacher commitment and retention, increased disciplinary issues, 
and lack of student motivation, and combined, these factors negatively impacted student 
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academic achievement.  Day et al. (2016) advocated that effective school leadership had the 
power to ease these deficits, and effective school leadership had the power to create a caring and 
supportive culture in which students found it safe to try.  
Klocko and Justis (2019) explored leadership challenges faced by rural principals, and 
they reported rural principals were found to be resilient even when faced with increasing 
pressures from district leadership and community stakeholders.  The researchers theorized that 
the necessity of juggling multiple programs and services with limited assistance and/or resources 
led to the development of coping mechanisms and leadership strategies that built leadership 
capacity (Klocko & Justis, 2019).   
Rural school leaders agreed that empowering and supporting teachers was an integral part 
of their role, and small student populations allowed the development of supportive relationships 
with students, which builds student confidence and success (Hartman, 2018; McMahon, 2015; 
Renihan & Noonan, 2012; Wiezorek & Manard, 2018).  Renihan and Noonan (2012) concluded 
that despite the challenges faced by rural principals, rural schools provided more opportunity for 
collaboration between faculty members and more opportunity to build supportive relationships to 
encourage increased student success. 
Wiezorek and Manard (2018) found rural school communities tended to be close-knit 
with strong and often overlapping connections and traditions between school and the community, 
and rural schools generally serve as the hub for community activities.  Successful rural school 
administrators become active members of the communities in which they serve (Preston & 
Barnes, 2017).  Preston and Barnes (2017) expressed the importance of rural principals seeking, 
welcoming, and listening to input from parents and community stakeholders with regard to 
school improvement.  Open and honest communication between the rural principal, staff, 
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students, parents, and community members provide the foundation for building trusting and 
productive relationships leading to a positive culture within the school and community (Preston 
& Barnes, 2017).  Wiezorek and Manard (2018) noted rural school administrators were highly 
visible within their communities and felt pressure to be present at all school and community 
functions, often being fearful of community backlash when not in attendance.  Rural 
administrators understood the importance of being visible, accessible, approachable, and actively 
engaged in both the rural school and the community in order to build relationships with 
stakeholders (Wiezorek & Manard, 2018).  Preston and Barnes (2017) stated the necessity of the 
principal to learn the culture and traditions of the community because both are ingrained in the 
rural school.  Knowledge and understanding of the school community’s value system and 
educational expectations are required for a rural principal to be successful (Preston & Barnes, 
2017). The researchers found community stakeholders were linked closely to the schools and 
considered valuable assets; likewise, the rural school system was valuable within the community 
as the educational institution, as well as often the largest employer (Wiezorek & Manard, 2018).  
Community perception of both the administrator and the school required the successful rural 
administrator to establish and maintain clear and open communication within the school and 
community (Wiezorek & Manard, 2018).  Rural principals tended to be protective of their 
students and staff, and they realized building close and supportive relationships with both 





Teachers’ Perceptions of Principal Leadership 
Teachers were instrumental in providing insight into the effectiveness of principals and 
their influence on student achievement (Louis & Murphy, 2017).  Chappelear and Price (2012) 
investigated perceptions of teachers regarding the relationship between principal’s monitoring 
student progress and actual student achievement.  Because most related research was conducted 
on the elementary school level, Chappelear and Price (2012) focused their attention on high 
school principals and students.  The researchers explored teachers’ perceptions to determine if a 
relationship existed between the principal monitoring student progress and student achievement.  
Chappelear and Price (2012) surveyed 607 teachers from 18 schools within a school district in 
Ohio, and utilized the PIMRS to capture teachers’ perceptions.  The teachers in Chappelear and 
Price’s (2012) study reported that principals were less likely to meet with teachers individually to 
discuss student performance; however, principals more readily met with large groups of teachers 
to discuss cohorts of students, presumably because it was more efficient and more timely to do 
so.  Teachers in Chappelear and Price’s (2012) study also reported principals who were willing 
to dissect student data without appointing blame for poor performance were more motivated to 
assist students in becoming academically successful, and that principals who were honest about 
the status of the school and students were more likely to have a positive influence on student 
achievement.  Chappelear and Price (2012) concluded that principals who created a culture of 
accountability for students and teachers were viewed positively by their teachers.  Principals who 
engaged in active monitoring students’ academic progress improved as instructional leaders, and 
those who protected collaboration time with teachers built a culture of collaboration and trust 
which led to higher levels of student achievement (Chappelear & Price, 2012). 
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O’Donnell and White (2005) examined teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership with 
relation to student achievement.  Their study incorporated the PIMRS instrument developed by 
Hallinger.  Hallinger’s (1983) instrument was used to survey teachers to gain perspectives on 
their perceptions of principal leadership behaviors.  Using the PIMRS survey, teachers in the 
study rated the extent their principals framed the school goals, communicated the school goals, 
supervised and evaluated instruction, coordinated the curriculum, monitored student progress, 
protected instructional time, maintained high visibility, provided incentives for teachers, 
promoted professional development, and provided incentives for learning (Hallinger & Murphy, 
1985).  O’Donnell and White (2005) reported teachers viewed a positive and supporting learning 
environment within the school as a major contributing factor in both reading and mathematics 
achievement.  O’Donnell and White (2005) concluded that creating and maintaining a positive 
learning environment within a school built trust among faculty members and students, and trust 
allowed teachers and students to feel safe enough to take academic risks.  O’Donnell and White 
(2005) also concluded effective principals contributed to student academic success by having 
high expectations for teachers and students while still being able to display caring with regards to 
students, parents, and school staff. 
A qualitative study conducted in a rural Texas school district revealed rural school 
leaders influenced the emotional climate of the schools they lead (Bower et al., 2018).  Bower et 
al. (2018) surveyed veteran teachers, and teachers reported principals with the ability to 
acknowledge weaknesses established a sense of trust and community with students and teachers.  
Teachers stated they felt valued when principals were comfortable admitting mistakes (Bower et 
al, 2018).  Teachers also reported principals who displayed negative moods and negative 
behaviors alienated teachers and students, and the negativity severely impacted the principals’ 
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ability to lead (Bower et al., 2018).  Conversely, principals who encouraged and offered positive 
praise to teachers and students were perceived as being successful school leaders (Bower et al., 
2018).  Bower et al. (2018) concluded that rural principals who built positive relationships with 
teachers and students were successful in building a cohesive and supportive family atmosphere 
within their schools.  
Schwan (2020) explored the importance placed on instructional leadership behaviors of 
principals through the perceptions of teachers, teacher candidates, and principals.  A total of 336 
teachers, 94 teacher candidates, and 75 principals from South Dakota and Nebraska participated 
in the study, and the PIMRS was utilized to capture their perceptions of leadership behaviors 
(Schwan, 2020).  Schwan (2020) reported behaviors associated with the communicating the  
school mission to stakeholders was perceived as the primary focus of principals.  Schwan (2020) 
also reported leadership behaviors associated with monitoring student progress, maintaining high 
visibility, and protecting instructional time were rated lowest, and those behaviors were 
perceived to be the least important of the behaviors rated.     
Gurley et al. (2016) compared the self-perceptions of principals and the perceptions of 
teachers regarding daily leadership behaviors.  The PIMRS was administered to 17 principals 
and 407 teachers employed by a school district located in the southeastern portion of the United 
States (Gurley, et al., 2016).  Gurley et al. (2016) reported  principals consistently rated 
themselves as more frequently engaging in the instructional leadership behaviors measured by 
the PIMRS than did their teachers.  Leadership behaviors related to defining the school mission 
were rated highest by both principals and teachers (Gurley, et al. 2016).  The researchers 
reported leadership behaviors related to developing the learning climate were rated lowest by 
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both principals and teachers, with maintaining high visibility being rated the lowest of all 
leadership behaviors (Gurley et al., 2016).    
Teacher’s trust in principal leadership was found to be an important factor in school and 
student success (Finnigan, 2012; Hewitt & Reitzug, 2015; Louis & Murphy, 2017; Wahlstrom & 
Louis, 2008).  Teachers reported higher levels of confidence in principals’ leadership abilities 
when expectations were clearly communicated and adequate support was provided (Hewitt & 
Reitzug, 2015).  The researchers also noted teachers responded positively to principals who 
dispelled negative thinking and practices among staff by communicating a clear vision and 
setting high expectations for staff and students (Hewitt & Reitzug, 2015).  Wahlstrom and Louis 
(2008) explored the role of trust regarding teachers and principal leadership. Wahlstrom and 
Louis (2008) found that when teachers could participate in the decision-making process, those 
same teachers tended to strengthen their instructional practice and placed greater trust in school 
administrators. Additionally,  Wahlstrom and Louis’s (2008) study revealed teachers who were 
encouraged by their principals to share and demonstrate their ideas were more likely to view 
their principal’s effectiveness more positively.  Wahlstrom and Louis (2008) concluded that 
principals who empowered and supported their teachers were building a foundation of quality 
instruction that will lead to increased student achievement. Finnigan (2012) found teachers lost 
trust in principals who displayed a lack of vision, and the loss of trust resulted in frustration and 
dissatisfaction.  The researcher also stated teachers respected and responded positively when 
principals were fair, supportive, and constructive with suggestions and feedback (Finnigan, 
2012). 
 Louis and Murphy (2017) examined the school leader’s role in building trust and 
accomplishing organization learning, which can be explained as searching for, assessing, and 
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using new information.  Louis and Murphy’s (2017) study revealed that when principals created 
a trusting and caring school environment and exhibited trust toward teachers, teachers had the 
confidence to actively support students and other teachers.  When principals took the time to 
build positive relationships with faculty and staff, clearly communicate his/her vision for the 
school, and interact positively with parents, teachers reported feeling more confident in the 
principal’s leadership abilities (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015).  Louis and Murphy (2017) 
concluded when teachers felt supported and cared for by their administrator, teachers felt safe to 
extend the support to their students.  Louis and Murphy (2017) suggested principals who created 
a caring and trusting school environment for their teachers were building an environment that is 
conducive for student success.   
Allen et al. (2015) recommended when considering the effectiveness of school 
leadership, school climate and student academic achievement must be examined (Allen et al., 
2015).  Allen et al. (2015) surveyed 55 teachers from six elementary schools in a suburban 
school district in Texas.  The purpose of the study was to examine if student achievement in 
mathematics and reading were related to principal leadership and school climate.  Allen et al. 
(2015) found teachers reported when school leadership was perceived positively, the more 
effectively they viewed their own classroom instruction.  This finding suggested that school 
leaders desiring to improve school climate would be wise to provide teachers with support and 
resources for instruction (Allen et al., 2015).  Teachers also reported that when the school leader 
was enthusiastic about learning and student achievement, teachers and students became more 
motivated and enthusiastic, as well.  Allen et al.’s (2015) study revealed that when school leaders 
recognized and further developed strengths among the members of the faculty, teachers gained 
confidence that the leader encouraged and supported new ideas, thereby building trust with the 
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members of the faculty.  Allen et al. (2015) found that when leaders treated teachers as 
professionals and built trust, that teachers in turn thrived in their classrooms and provided quality 
instruction to students.  Allen et al. (2015) further reported that when a school leader was a role 
model for students and teachers, campus-wide buy-in for his/her vision was evident and a 
positive school climate grew.  The researchers concluded that successful school leaders realized 
that teachers were one of the most important factors of student success, and that building a 
trusting and supportive school environment fostered success for students (Allen et al., 2015). 
 In another related study, Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2015) examined the relationship 
among principal leadership behaviors, school climate, faculty trust in the principal, and student 
academic achievement.  Tschannen-Moran and Gareis’ (2015) study involved 64 elementary, 
middle, and high schools from two districts.  A total of 3,215 teachers were surveyed.  
Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2015) found that school leadership matters. Teachers who 
participated in this study reported trust was placed in principals who were approachable and open 
to hearing teacher input on instructional matters (Tschannen-Moran and Gareis, 2015).  Teachers 
reported being more satisfied in their current teaching positions when they trusted their 
principals.  Teachers also reported students and teachers responded more positively when the 
principal was actively engaged in monitoring student progress.  While an indirect influence on 
student achievement was noted by the researchers, Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2015) 
concluded that their study identified a close relationship between principal trustworthiness and 
leadership behaviors. 
Chapter Summary 
Principals are responsible not only for the day-to-day operations of their schools, but they 
were also found responsible for the academic success or failure of their students.  Accountability 
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models required principals to seek ways to improve school accountability ratings by increasing 
student achievement (Jacobson, 2011; Louis & Murphy, 2017; Renihan & Noonan, 2012).  
Decades of educational research found positive relationships consistently existed between the 
leadership behaviors of principals and student academic achievement (Dutta & Sahney, 2016; 
Jacobson, 2011; Marks & Printy, 2003; O’Donnell & White, 2005).  Principals set the emotional 
tone in schools, and they were also responsible for shaping the school culture to align with 
his/her vision (Day et al., 2016).  Effective school leaders actively participated in the daily life of 
the school by being visible to and interacting with students and teachers (Gentilucci & Muto, 
2007; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015; Wahlstrom & Louis, 
2008).   
Prior research showed that although the influence of principals on student achievement 
was indirect, principals in fact impacted student learning (Allen et al., 2015; Brown, 2016; Day 
et al., 2016; Ross & Gray, 2006).  Studies revealed principals have individual leadership 
behaviors that influence student learning and school climate (Cotton, 2003).  The leadership 
behaviors of the principals influenced teacher engagement and job satisfaction, and teachers 
reported high job satisfaction and enthusiastically supported principals who were found to be 
encouraging and supportive of collaboration among teachers (Ross & Gray, 2006).  Students 
reported that even short classroom visits by the principal were positive interactions, especially 
when the principal asked questions or gave assistance to students (Silva et al., 2011).  Research 
showed that teachers were directly involved in student achievement, because teachers were 
instrumental in providing quality instruction to students (Nettles & Herrington, 2007).  Principals 
were found to be responsible for building capacity in teachers by providing opportunities for 
growth and collaboration (Ross & Gray, 2006). 
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Prior research showed teachers were instrumental in providing insight into the 
effectiveness of principals and their influence on student academic achievement (Cotton, 2003).  
Principals who created a climate of accountability without placing blame build trust with 
teachers (Dutta & Sahney, 2016).  Teachers also felt safe to take risks when principals build a 
positive learning climate that includes trust and collaboration (Dutta & Sahney, 2016).  Teachers 
concluded that principals who were actively involved in student learning motivate teachers and 
encourage student achievement (Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016).  Principals who monitored the 
quality of teacher instruction and the progress of student achievement increased cooperation 
among teachers and students while also increasing teacher commitment to student success 
(Hewitt & Reitzug, 2015).  Research revealed that teachers who felt supported by their 
administrators were more likely to feel optimistic about their influence on student achievement 
(Chappelear & Price, 2012).    
Faced with meeting district and community expectations, rural principals were also 
tasked with providing high-quality learning environments for students, supporting teachers, and 
establishing himself/herself as an involved member of the community (Day et al., 2016; 
Ewington et al., 2006; Renihan & Noonan, 2012).  Additional challenges faced by rural 
principals included lack of resources and students living in poverty (Wieczorek & Manard, 
2018).  In light of these and many other challenges, researchers found rural principals to be 
resilient even when faced with increasing pressures from district leadership and community 
stakeholders (Klocko & Justis, 2019).  Rural principals realized building close and supportive 
relationships with both students and staff was an essential component of successful school 
leadership (Preston & Barnes, 2017).  Principals who created a culture of accountability for 
students and teachers were viewed positively by their teachers (Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008).  
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Principals who engaged in active monitoring of students’ academic progress improved as 
instructional leaders, and those who protected collaboration time with teachers built a culture of 
collaboration and trust which led to higher student achievement (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 
2015).  
Several studies included in the review of literature incorporated the PIMRS developed by 
Hallinger.  This survey instrument was developed to explore the extent to which teachers 
perceived their principals engaged in selected leadership behaviors determined to be effective 







RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
This chapter presents the methods that were used to examine teachers’ perceptions of 
principals’ leadership behaviors.  The chapter consists of the following sections:  research 
design, research questions, setting for the study, selection of study participants, instrumentation, 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, data collection, and data analysis procedures for the 
study. 
Research Design 
 A survey research design was utilized in the study.  Survey research design is a 
quantitative research approach that allows a population of participants to express opinions, 
attitudes, or behaviors about a specific topic (Creswell, 2012).  Survey research has its roots in 
applied social research and can be used to study a wide variety of basic and applied research 
questions.  The researcher used this quantitative approach design to survey teachers’ regarding 
their perceptions of principals’ leadership and to determine the relationships between those 
perceptions and school accountability ratings.  The survey of teachers employed by the local 
school district constituted the use of a convenience sample in this study. 
Research Questions 
 The following research questions guided the study. The data were collected and analyzed 
to determine findings for the research questions. 
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1. What are the teachers’ perceptions regarding school administrators’ leadership 
behaviors as measured on the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale in 
three rural school districts? 
2. Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions regarding 
the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Defining the School Mission 
(Framing the Schools’ Goals and Communicating the Schools’ Goals) as measured on 
the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale and the schools’ accountability 
ratings in three rural school districts?  
3. Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions regarding 
the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Managing the Instructional 
Program (Coordinating the Curriculum, Supervising and Evaluating Instruction, and 
Monitoring Student Progress) as measured on the Principal Instructional Management 
Rating Scale and the schools’ accountability ratings in three rural school districts?  
4. Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions regarding 
the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Developing a Positive School 
Learning Climate (Protecting Instructional Time, Providing Incentives for teachers, 
Providing Incentives for Learning, Promoting Professional Development, and 
Maintaining High Visibility) as measured on the Principal Instructional Management 
Rating Scale and the schools’ accountability ratings in three rural school districts?  
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval 
   Permission to conduct the study was requested from the Mississippi State  
University IRB for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research after approval of the proposal 
by the Dissertation Committee.  Upon IRB approval, the researcher submitted a letter to each 
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superintendent and principal in the districts and requested permission to collect data from all 
teachers.  Only after written permission was received from the superintendents and principals, 
survey links were sent to all certified teachers employed by the participating schools in the three 
districts. The selected districts included a total of 14 rural schools.   
Setting 
 The participants for the study came from three rural school districts in close proximity to 
each other. All three districts were located in low socioeconomic areas in central Mississippi.  
Although located in similar rural areas, each school district held different accountability ratings 
as assigned by the Mississippi Department of Education based on student performance on 
mandated standardized assessments.  
District A was a “D” rated school district as determined by the Mississippi Department of 
Education accountability model (Mississippi Department of Education, 2017b).  District A was 
located in a county with a total resident population of 18,437 with 26.7% of persons living in 
poverty. District A had 40.3% of children within the county under the age of 18 living in poverty 
(United Sates Census Bureau, 2019a).  The county’s racial demographics were listed as 42.3% 
African American, 0.1% American Indian, 0.2% Asian, 2% Hispanic, 1.6% two or more races, 
and 53.8% White with a median household income of $33,767 annually (United States Census 
Bureau, 2019a).  The county seat’s total resident population was shown as 6,720 with 36% of 
persons living in poverty (United States Census Bureau, 2019a).  The county seat’s racial 
demographics were 53.9% African American, 0.4% Asian, 0.2% Hispanic, 1.7% two or more 
races, and 43.8% White with a median household income of $26,630 annually (United States 
Census Bureau, 2019a). The district was one of two school districts in the county and was 
comprised of four schools.  District A had a total student enrollment of 1,046 and employed 89 
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certified teachers during the 2019-2020 academic year.  All of the schools of District A were 
located within unincorporated farming communities within the county.  District A was 
comprised of two schools serving students in Grades Kindergarten through 6 and two schools 
serving students in Grades 7 through 12.  Only one school within the district participated in this 
study.  Estes Attendance Center served 266 students in Grades 7 through 12 and had an 
accountability rating of “B” for the 2019-2020 academic year.  The student population consisted 
of 21.05% African American, 77.82% White, and 1.13% two or more other races (Mississippi 
Department of Education, 2019). 
District B was an “F” rated school district as determined by the Mississippi Department 
of Education accountability model (Mississippi Department of Education, 2017b).  District B 
was located in a county with a total resident population of 9,943 with 28.5% of persons living in 
poverty.  Moreover, 47.5% of children within the county under the age of 18 were living in 
poverty (US Census Bureau, 2019b).  The county’s racial demographics were 61.7% African 
American, 3.7% American Indian, 0.1% Asian, 0.1% two or more other races, and 34.5% White, 
with a median household income of $31,103 annually (United States Census Bureau, 2019b).  
The county seat, which housed three of the district’s four schools, had a total resident population 
of 1,007, with 25% of persons living in poverty and a median annual household income of 
$36,875 (United States Census Bureau, 2019b).  There was one private k-12 school in the 
county, but District B comprised of four schools was the only public school district in the county.  
District B had a total student enrollment of 929 and employed 82 certified teachers during the 
2019-2020 academic years.  District B was comprised of two schools serving students in Grades 
Kindergarten through 6, one school serving seventh and eighth grade students, and one school 
serving students in Grades 9 through 12.  Only one school within the district participated in this 
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study.  East Kasper Elementary School served 160 students from kindergarten through sixth 
grades and had an accountability rating of “C” for the 2019-2020 academic year.  The student 
population consisted of 97.5% African American and 2.5% two or more other races, or White 
students (Mississippi Department of Education, 2019b). 
District C was a “B” rated school district as determined by the Mississippi Department of 
Education accountability model (Mississippi Department of Education, 2017b).  District C was 
located in a county with a total resident population of 18,229 with 23.1% of persons living in 
poverty. Notably, 36.4% of children within the county under the age of 18 were living in poverty 
(United States Census Bureau, 2019d).  The county’s racial demographics were 46.9% African 
American, 1.3% American Indian, 1.3% Hispanic, 1% two or more races, 0.3% other races, and 
50.5% White The median household income was $34,724 annually (United States Census 
Bureau, 2019d).  The county seat, which housed four of the district’s six schools, had a total 
resident population of 6,631 with 43.3% of persons living in poverty (United States Census 
Bureau, 2019c).  While there were two private schools in the county, District C was the only 
public school district in the county and was comprised of six schools.  Two of the schools, North 
Wesley and Nightingale, were attendance centers which served students from kindergarten 
through 12th grade.  The attendance centers were located within unincorporated farming 
communities within the county.  North Wesley Attendance Center was an “A” rated kindergarten 
through 12th grade school with a total enrollment of 589 students comprised of 18.34% African 
American, 3.9% American Indian, 3.57% two or more races, and 73.34% White.  Nightingale 
Attendance Center was an “A” rated kindergarten through 12th grade school with a total 
enrollment of 409 students comprised of 41.08% African American, 3.67% two or more races, 
and 54.28% White.  The four remaining schools of the district were located within the small 
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town that serves as the county seat. Fork Elementary School was a “B” rated kindergarten 
through second grade school with a total enrollment of 368 students comprised of 81.79% 
African American, 2.99% two or more races, and 14.13% White.  Langston Elementary School 
was a “B” rated third through fifth grade school with a total enrollment of 430 students 
comprised of 85.35% African American, 2.33% two or more races, and 11.16% White.  Edison 
Middle School was a “C” rated sixth through eighth grade school with a total enrollment of 452 
students comprised of 86.73% African American, 2.21% two or more races, and 9.51% White.  
Langston High School was a “C” rated ninth through 12th grade school with a total enrollment of 
480 students comprised of 83.96% African American, 1.81% two or more races, and 13.13% 
White.  During the 2019-2020 academic year, the district enrolled a total of 2,728 students and 
employed a total of 232 certified teachers.  All six schools with District C participated in the 
study. 
The school districts were selected as the focus of this research for several reasons 
including the researcher’s familiarity with the area and employment history within two of the 
three districts. The researcher was employed by District C for 14 years during which time she 
served as classroom teacher, lead teacher, school test coordinator, and assistant principal.  The 
researcher was employed by District B as a district level administrator effective with the 2020-
2021 academic year.  Although all schools within the three districts were located within a small 
geographic area, the demographics of each of the schools was diverse in comparison to each 
other.   
Participants 
 The three school districts, located within rural settings, had a combined total student 
population of 4,718 students across 14 schools and employed a total of 403 certified teachers.  
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The participants of this study were teachers employed at participating schools within each 
district during the 2019-2020 academic year.  A request for permission to survey teachers was 
submitted to the superintendents and principals of each school district, and participation by the 
teachers was voluntary.  Although demographic data were collected, submissions by participants 
remained anonymous. 
Instrumentation 
 The PIMRS was utilized in the study to collect teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 
instructional leadership behaviors and practices. The PIMRS was developed by Hallinger (1983) 
as a means by which to measure the leadership attributes of principals. The PIMRS measures the 
degree to which principals define the school’s mission, manage the instructional program of the 
school, and promote a positive learning clime within the school (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).  
The researcher contacted Dr. Hallinger via email and requested to utilize the PIMRS for this 
research.  Dr. Hallinger provided access to the PIMRS instrument by assigning a username and 
password for the researcher to use to access the instrument.  The PIMRS consists of 50 items that 
encompass the three domains of defining the school mission, managing the instructional 
program, and developing the school learning climate.  The domain of defining the school mission 
consists of two subscales, which are framing the school’s goals and communicating the school’s 
goals.  The domain of managing the instructional program consists of three subscales, which are 
coordinating the curriculum, supervising and evaluating instruction, and monitoring student 
progress.  The domain of developing the school learning climate consists of five subscales, 
which are protecting instructional time, providing incentives for teachers, providing incentives 
for learning, promoting professional development, and maintaining high visibility.  Teacher 
respondents were asked to respond to each of the items using a 5-point Likert-type scale.  
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Teachers responded with one of the following responses for each of the items:  almost never, 
seldom, sometimes, frequently, and almost always.  Additional questions related to the school’s 
accountability rating and demographics were added to the survey and included the following:  
school’s accountability rating when hired, school’s current accountability rating, participant’s 
number of years of teaching experience, participant’s number of years teaching at current school, 
participant’s number of years working with current principal, and gender of the principal.  A 
copy of the instrument is provided in Appendix A. 
Reliability and Validity 
 Gay et al. (2012, p. 633) defined validity as “the extent to which a test measures what it is 
intended to measure”.  Reliability can be defined as “the degree to which a test consistently 
measures what it is supposed to be measuring” (Gay et al., 2012, p. 164).  More than 200 studies 
have utilized the PIMRS instrument.  In addition to these studies, substantial studies have been 
conducted on the reliability and validity of the PIMRS (Hallinger, 2013). 
Following the original validation study, Hallinger and Murphy (1985) found the PIMRS 
met high standards for reliability (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).  Hallinger’s original study in 
1983 utilized a measure of internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) to establish reliability of the 
PIMRS.  Table 1 reveals the standardized alpha coefficients reported by Hallinger (1983) for the 








Table 1  
PIMRS Reliability Estimates 
Subscale Reliability Coefficient (N)Teachers 
Frames the School Goals 
 
Communicates School Goals 
 




Monitors Student Progress 
 





















































Note:  Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for Hallinger’s 1983 Study. 
Cronbach’s alpha values of at least 0.7 were deemed acceptable (Field, 2009).  The alpha 
coefficients as shown in Table 1 for the PIMRS ranged from 0.78 to 0.90 (Hallinger, 1983).   
Data Collection Procedures 
 A letter containing the details of the study was sent to the superintendent of each of the 
three school districts, and permission to survey the certified teachers of the district was 
requested.  The letters and all subsequent communication were in compliance with the 
requirements of Mississippi State University’s IRB.  All three superintendents granted 
permission to survey teachers.  After receiving permission from the districts’ superintendents, an 
introductory email was sent to each of the principals of the 14 schools within the three districts.  
The email to the principals contained the details of the study and requested permission to survey 
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the certified teachers at each site.  Permission to survey teachers was granted by 8 of the 14 
principals.  One principal refused to participate, and no response was received from the five 
remaining principals even after multiple attempts.  Participating teachers accessed the PIMRS 
via a URL that was provided in the email to each principal.  The URL connected the 
participating teachers to the PIMRS via Google Forms.  In addition to completing the PIMRS 
survey, participating teachers were requested to provide the school’s accountability rating when 
hired, school’s current accountability rating, participant’s number of years of teaching 
experience, participant’s number of years teaching at current school, participant’s number of 
years working with current principal, and gender of the principal. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
 Data collected for the study were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) statistical software.  Statistical procedures included frequencies, percentages, 
means, and standard deviations for the demographics and the first research question.  
Correlations were computed for the second, third, and fourth research questions to determine the 
relationships among the items within the three dimensions and the schools’ accountability ratings 
as well as the 10 subscales and overall score and the schools’ accountability ratings.  
Correlations were used to determine if statistically significant relationships existed among the 
variables. Pearson Correlation was used along with alpha set at .05. 
Ethical Considerations 
 Permission to survey certified teachers was given by the school district superintendent 
and the principals.  Completion of the PIMRS survey was voluntary and anonymous.  All 
precautions were taken to ensure the privacy of the participants.  All participants were assured of 
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ethical treatment throughout the course of the study.  The risks associated with participating in 
the proposed study were minimal.  Participants were advised that they could withdraw from the 
study at any time.   
 The researcher was an assistant principal within District C at the time the study was 
conducted.  The emails to the superintendent and school principals identified the researcher as a 
doctoral student and not as an employee of the district.  The researcher was not present during 
the administration of the survey.  There were no identified risks to the participants of the study 
since participation was voluntary and anonymous.  The researcher followed the IRB guidelines 
for Mississippi State University involving all research participants. 
Chapter Summary 
 Three low socioeconomic school districts in central Mississippi provided the setting for 
this study.  Participants for this study included certified teachers who were employed within 
participating schools in each of the three districts.  Participating teacher responses to the PIMRS 
were collected and analyzed.  Frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations were the 
statistical procedures utilized to analyze the first research question.  Correlations were computed 
for the second, third, and fourth research questions to determine if relationships existed among 






The purpose of the study was to investigate the teachers’ perceptions of the leadership 
behaviors of principals within three rural Mississippi school districts.  The major goal of the 
study was to identify leadership practices of principals across the districts in efforts to improve 
student academic performance and accountability ratings.  Further, the study sought to determine 
if statistically significant relationships existed between the leadership practices of the principals 
and the assigned accountability ratings of the school districts.  The purpose of this chapter is to 
provide the results of the study along with an analysis of the data collected for the study.  
Pseudonyms are used to describe the names of the school districts and the schools.                           
Background Information 
The participants for the study were from three rural Mississippi school districts within 
close proximity to each other. All three of the school districts were located in low socioeconomic 
areas in central Mississippi. Mississippi has a total of 82 counties with 151 school districts, 
which serve 493,650 students. Although the districts were from similar rural areas, each held 
different accountability ratings assigned by the Mississippi Department of Education based on 
student performance on mandated standardized tests. School District A was comprised of four 
schools and served 1,046 students. School District A was rated “D” for the 2018-2019 academic 
year.  Demographic and economic information were collected for the county in which School 
District A was located, and  the county had a poverty rate of 26.7% for all persons and 40.3% for 
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children under the age of 18 years.  School District B was comprised of four schools and served 
929 students. School District B was rated “F” for the 2018-2019 academic year.  Demographic 
and economic information showed the county of School District B had a poverty rate of 28.5% 
for all persons and 47.5% for children under the age of 18 years.  School District C was 
comprised of six schools and served 2,728 students. School District C was rated “B” for the 
2018-2019 academic year.  Demographic and economic information were collected for the 
county in which School District C was located, and showed the county had a poverty rate of 
23.1% for all persons and 36.4% for children under the age of 18 years.  Each school within all 
three districts was classified as a school-wide Title I school based on the number of students 
within each school who received free or reduced lunches.  Both District A and District B had 
dropped by one accountability rating level, from the 2017-18 academic year to the 2018-19 
academic year to levels “D” and “F” respectively, based on students’ academic performance on 
state mandated standardized tests. District C increased by one accountability rating level, to level 
“B”, based on students’ academic performance on the state mandated standardized tests for the 
2018-2019 academic year.  Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, Mississippi students were not 
tested by the state for the 2019-2020 academic year; therefore, no performance data from the 
most recent academic year were available for comparison. 
Teacher Demographic Information 
 A total of 121 teachers from eight schools within the three districts participated in the 
research study.  Participants in the research study included a total of nine teachers from one 
school (Estes High School) within School District A and eight teachers from one school (East 
Kasper Elementary School) in School District B.  The remaining 104 teachers were from six 
schools within School District C, with eight from Fork Elementary School, 18 from Langston 
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Elementary School, 16 from Edison Middle School, 18 from Langston High School, 21 from 
North Wesley Attendance Center, and 9 from Nightingale Attendance Center.  Teachers from 
School District A comprised 7.4% of respondents, and teachers from School District B 
comprised another 6.6%.  The majority of the respondents were from School District C (86.0%). 
Participating teachers answered eight demographic questions which included (1) name of school, 
(2) name of school district, (3) number of years teaching at current school, (4) number of years 
working with current principal, (5) total number of years teaching experience, (6) school rating 
when hired at current school, (7) current school rating, and (8) gender of current principal. 
Teachers’ Years Worked with Current Principal 
 Table 2 provides a display of the number of years each teacher had worked with the 
current school principal.  Frequencies and percentages are shown based on the number of years 
worked with the current principal.   
Table 2  
Teachers’ Years Worked with Current Principals (N=121) 
Years Frequency Percent 
1 to 2 
3 to 5 
6 to 9 
 













The data displayed in Table 2 show that of those who participated in the study, only 
15.7% (n = 19)  of respondents had worked with the current principal for at least six years.  The 
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remaining participants, 84.3% (n = 102), reported working with the current principal for five 
years or less.   
Table 3 provides a display of the number of years each teacher had worked at their 
respective school.  Frequencies and percentages are shown based on the number of years worked 
at the current school. 
Table 3  
Teachers’ Years Worked at Current School (N = 121) 
Years Frequency Percent 
1 to 5 
 
6 to 10 
11 to 15 













Table 3 shows that while 46.3% (n = 56) of the teachers remained at their current schools 
for more than six years, 53.7% (n = 65) of teachers who participated in the study had served in 
their current schools for no more than five years.  Only 25 teachers, 20.7%, reported working in 
the current school for more than 10 years.   
Teachers’ Total Years Teaching Experience  
Table 4 provides a display of the teachers’ total years of teaching experience.  
Frequencies and percentages are shown based on the number of years of teaching experience. 
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Table 4  
Teachers’ Total Years of Teaching Experience (N=121) 
Years Frequency Percent 
1 to 3 
 
4 to 6 
 
7 to 10 
 













Table 4 shows novice teachers with three or fewer years of teaching experience 
comprised 20.7% (n = 25) of the research participants.  The majority of the participants, more 
than half (56.2%, n = 96), had 11 or more years teaching experience. 
Teachers’ School Accountability Ratings When Hired and Current Accountability Ratings  
Table 5 provides a display of the teachers’ responses on the schools’ accountability 
ratings when hired as compared to the current accountability ratings of their respective schools.  
Frequencies and percentages are shown based on the schools’ accountability ratings when hired 




Table 5  
















































Table 5 shows that while only 7 (5.8%) participants reported a school accountability 
rating of  “A” when hired, 32 participants or 26.5% reported a current accountability rating of 
“A” for their respective schools.  Twenty-eight (23.1%) participants reported being hired when 
the accountability rating was “B”, and 33 (27.3%) reported the current accountability rating as 
“B.”  A total of 35 (28.9%) participants reported an accountability rating of “C” when they were 
hired, but 54, or 44.6%, reported a current accountability rating of “C”.  The most notable 
accountability ratings included the percentage of participants who were employed in schools 
rated as “D” (36.4%) while only one participant (0.8%) reported currently working at a “D” rated 
school.  One participant (0.8%) reported currently working at an “F” rated school.  School and 
district accountability ratings were assigned based on the previous academic year’s student 
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assessment data.  In general, the majority of the participants indicated schools’ accountability 
ratings were “C” or lower when hired and “C” or higher during the time of the collection of data. 
Gender of Teachers’ Principals 
Table 6 provides a display of the teachers’ responses on the gender of the principals at 
their current schools.  Frequencies and percentages are shown. 
Table 6  
Gender of Teachers’ Principals at Current Schools (N=121) 












Table 6 shows the majority of the participants indicated their principals were male when 
asked about the gender of the current principals.  Fifty-six or 46.3% of respondents reported that 
the principal of their current assigned school was female, and the remaining 65, or 53.7%, of 
respondents reported having male principals.  There were slightly more male principals than 
female principals.  There were eight principals who were rated by the teacher participants in this 
study.  Overall, of the 8 principals, 65 were male and 56 were female. 
Research Question 1 
 What are the teachers’ perceptions regarding school administrators’ leadership behaviors 




 To answer the first research question, the teacher participants’ (N = 121) responses to the 
50-question PIMRS survey were analyzed by subscales within the three domains using 
frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. The PIMRS survey asked teachers to 
determine to what extent they observed the principals of their assigned schools display specific 
leadership behaviors.  Teachers responded by selecting one of five responses on a Likert-type 
scale.  Answer choices were 5 (Almost Always), 4 (Frequently), 3 (Sometimes), 2 (Seldom), and 
1 (Almost Never).  Table 7 provides a display of domains and subscales included on the PIMRS.  
Table 7  
Domains and Subscales of PIMRS  
Domain Subscale  
Defining the School Mission 
 
Managing the Instructional Program 
 
 
Developing a Positive School Learning Climate 
 
Framing the School Goals 
Communicating the School Goals 
Supervising and Evaluating Instruction 
Coordinating the Curriculum 
Monitoring Student Progress 
Protecting Instructional Time 
Maintaining High Visibility 
Providing Incentives for Teachers 
Professional Development 
Providing Incentives for Learning 
 
Each subscale consisted of five questions which addressed specific principal behaviors or 
functions that were measured by teacher responses.  Again, the total of all subscales was 50. 
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Domain 1: Defining the School Mission 
Participants responded to the items included in the domain of Defining the School 
Mission which included the following subscales: (1) Framing the School Goals and (2) 
Communicating the School Goals.  Each subscale consisted of five leadership behaviors or 
practices.   
Framing the School Goals 
Table 8 provides a display of the participants; responses for framing the school.  




Table 8  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Framing 
the School Goals (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Develop a focused set                
of annual school-wide goals 0 (0%)       3 (2.5%)    17 (14%)       46 (38%)    55 (45.5%)  121 (100%) 
   
Frame the school’s goals, in  
terms of staff responsibilities  
for meeting them  0(0%)        3(2.5%)      20(16.5%)    47(38.8%)    51(42.1%)   121(100%) 
      
Use needs assessment or 
 other formal and informal  
methods to secure staff input      
on goal development  4(3.3%)     7(5.8%)      26(21.5%)   40(33.1%)     44(36.4%)   121(100%) 
   
Use data on student performance  
when developing the school’s 
academic goals   0(0%)        5(4.1%)      14(11.6%)   35(28.9%)     67(55.4%)   121(100%) 
  
Develop goals that are easily  
understood and used by teacher  
in the school   2(1.7%)      3(2.5%)     15(12.4%)    44(36.4%)     57(47.1%)  121(100%) 
                
 
As shown in Table 8, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors related to framing the school 
goals.  Overall, the highest number of participants rated principals in using data on student 
performance when developing the school’s academic goals with 28.9% (n = 35) responding 
Frequently and 55.4% (n = 67) responding Almost Always. 
The results for the subscale titled Framing the School Goals are presented in Table 9.  




Table 9  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Framing the School Goals (N = 121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Develop a focused set of annual school-wide goals     4.26    .793 
 
Frame the school’s goals, in terms of staff responsibilities for  
meeting them         4.21    .805 
 
Use needs assessment or other formal and informal methods to  
secure staff input on goal development     3.93  1.055 
 
Use data on student performance when developing the school’s  
academic goals        4.36    .845 
      
Develop goals that are easily understood and used by teacher in  
the school         4.25    .888 
 
Overall Mean Score for Framing the School Goals    4.20    .789  
 
 
Table 9 displays the mean scores of the responses provided by all of the teachers who 
participated in the study.  The highest mean score was for the individual item on the subscale 
indicating the principals frequently used data on student performance when developing the 
school’s academic goals (M = 4.36, SD = .845). The lowest mean score was for the individual 
item on the subscale indicating the principals sometimes used needs assessments or other formal 
and informal methods to secure staff input on goal development (M = 3.93, SD = 1.055).  
The overall mean score for the subscale titled Framing the School Goals was 4.20 with a 
standard deviation of .789 indicating the participants observed their principals frequently 
demonstrating the identified behaviors. 
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 Conclusion 1:  The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in 
school leadership behaviors or practices related to framing the school’s goals (M = 4.20, SD = 
.789).  
Communicating the School Goals 
Table 10 provides a display of the participants’ responses for communicating the school 
goals.  Frequencies and percentages are provided for each item. 
Table 10  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators 
Communicating the School Goals (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Communicate the school’s  
mission effectively to members 
of the school community              1 (0.8%)  6 (5%)       19 (15.7%)     46 (38%)    49 (40.5%)   121 (100%) 
    
Discuss the school’s academic 
goals with teachers at faculty 
meetings   1 (0.8%)  3 (2.5%)       18 (14.9%)     42 (34.7%) 57 (47.1%) 121 (100%) 
         
Refer to the school’s academic 
goals when making curricular 
decisions with teachers  1 (0.8%)  8 (6.6%)       15 (12.4%)     46 (38%)    51 (42.1%) 121 (100%) 
    
Ensure that the school’s academic 
goals are reflected in highly 
visible displays in the school    14 (11.6%) 11 (9.1%)     21 (17.4%)     38 (31.4%) 37 (30.6%) 121(100%) 
            
Refer to the school’s goals or  
mission in forums with  
students                 3 (2.5%)    12 (9.9%)    27 (22.3%)     40 (33.1%)  39 (32.2%) 121(100%) 
     




As shown in Table 10, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding communicating the 
school goals.  Overall, the highest number of participants  rated principals in discussing the 
school’s academic goals with teachers at faculty meetings with 34.7% (n = 42) responding 
Frequently and 47.1% (n = 57) responding Almost Always.  The number of participants rated 
slightly lower the item referring to the schools’ academic goals when making curricular 
decisions with teachers with 38% (n = 46) responding Frequently and 42.1% (n = 51) responding 
Almost Always. 
Table 11 displays the results for the subscale named Communicating the School Goals.  
The means and standard deviations are shown for each item. 
Table 11  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Communicating the School Goals (N = 121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Communicate the school’s mission effectively to members of the  
school community        4.12    .909 
 
Discuss the school’s academic goals with teachers at faculty meetings 4.25    .859 
 
Refer to the school’s academic goals when making curricular  
decisions with teachers       4.14    .934 
 
Ensure that the school’s academic goals are reflected in highly visible  
displays in the school (e.g., posters or bulletin boards emphasizing  
academic progress)        3.60  1.320 
 
Refer to the school’s goals or mission in forums with students  
(e.g. in assemblies or discussions)      3.83  1.070 
 





Table 11 displays the mean scores of the responses provided by all of the teachers who 
participated in the study.  In looking at teacher responses to each of the specific administrator 
behaviors of the subscale titled Communicating the School Goals, principals were rated highest 
indicating they frequently discussed the school’s academic goals with teachers at faculty 
meetings (M = 4.25, SD = .859).  Principals received the lowest rating on the subscale item 
indicating they sometimes ensured that the school’s academic goals were reflected in highly 
visible displays in the school (M = 3.60, SD = 1.320).  The overall mean score for the subscale 
titled Communicating the School Goals was 3.99 with a standard deviation of .907. The mean 
score of 3.99 indicated the participants scored the principals extremely close to a rating of 
frequently practicing and engaging in communicating their schools’ goals. 
 Conclusion 2:  The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in 
school leadership behaviors or practices related to communicating the school’s goals (M = 3.99, 
SD = .907). 
Domain 2:  Managing the Instructional Program   
The domain titled Managing the Instructional Program is divided into three subscales: 
(1) Supervising and Evaluating Instruction, (2) Coordinating the Curriculum, and (3) 
Monitoring Student Progress. Frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations are 
shown for each item included in each of the subscales. 
Supervising and Evaluating Instruction 
 Table 12 provides a display of the participants’ responses for supervising and evaluating 




Table 12  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators 
Supervising and Evaluating Instruction ( N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Ensure that the classroom  
priorities of teachers are  
consistent with the goals and  
direction of the school  2 (1.7%)    7 (5.8%)    17 (14%)     46 (38%)    49 (40.5%)   121 (100%) 
    
Review student work products 
instruction              3 (2.5%)    10 (8.3%)   27 (15.7%)   40 (33.1%)  41 (33.9%)   121 (100%) 
        
Conduct informal observations  
in classrooms on a regular  
basis     1 (0.8%)    8 (6.6%)     21 (17.4%)   46 (38%)    45 (37.2%)   121 (100%) 
    
Point out specific strengths in 
teacher’s instructional  
practices in post-observation  
feedback   2 (1.7%)    7 (5.8%)     24 (19.8%)   42 (34.7%)  46 (38%)   121 (100%) 
            
Point out specific weaknesses in 
teacher’s instructional practices 
in post-observation feedback 3 (2.5%)     8 (6.6%)    29 (24%)     38 (31.4%)    43 (35.5%) 121 (100%) 
     
                
 
As shown in Table 12, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding supervising and 
evaluating instruction.  Overall, the highest number of participants rated principals in ensuring 
the classroom priorities of teachers are consistent with the goals and direction of the school with 
38% (n = 46) responding Frequently and 40.5% (n = 49) responding Almost Always. 
The results for the subscale titled Supervising and Evaluating Instruction are displayed in 
Table 13.  The means and standard deviations are shown for each item. 
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Table 13  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Supervising and Evaluating Instruction (N 
= 121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachers are consistent with  
the goals and direction of the school      4.10    .961 
 
Review student work products when evaluating classroom instruction 3.88  1.053 
 
Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a regular basis  
(informal observations are unscheduled, last at least 5 minutes,  
and may or may not involve written feedback or a formal conference) 4.04   .943 
 
Point out specific strengths in teachers’ instructional practices in  
post-observation feedback (e.g., in conferences or written  
evaluations)         4.02   .983 
 
Point out specific weaknesses in teacher instructional practices in  
post-observation feedback (e.g., in conferences or written  
evaluations)         3.91  1.041 
 
Overall Mean Score for Supervising and Evaluating Instruction             3.99    .895 
 
 
 Table 13 displays the mean scores of the teacher responses for the subscale named 
Supervising and Evaluating Instruction.  The highest mean score was for the individual item on 
the subscale that indicated the principals frequently ensured that the classroom priorities of 
teachers were consistent with the goals and direction of the school (M = 4.10, SD = .961).  The 
lowest mean score was for the individual item on the subscale that indicated the principals 
sometimes reviewed student work products when evaluating classroom instruction (M = 3.88, SD 
= 1.053).  The overall mean score for the subscale named Supervising and Evaluating Instruction 
was 3.99 and the standard deviation was .895 indicating the principals frequently engaged in 
behaviors related to supervising and managing instruction. 
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 Conclusion 3:  The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in 
behaviors related to supervising and managing instruction (M = 3.99, SD = .895). 
Coordinating the Curriculum 
Table 14 provides a display of the participants’ responses for coordinating the 
curriculum.  Frequencies and percentages are provided for each item. 
Table 14  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators 
Coordinating the Curriculum (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Make clear who is responsible  
for coordinating the curriculum 
across grade levels  7 (5.8%)    6 (5%)      28 (23.1%)    42 (34.7%)  38 (31.4%)   121 (100%) 
    
Draw upon the results of school- 
wide testing when making 
curricular decisions  1 (0.8%)  9 (7.4%)     13 (10.7%)    37 (30.6%)  61 (50.4%)   121 (100%) 
      
Monitor the classroom curriculum 
to see that it covers the school’s 
curricular objective  3 (2.5%)  11 (9.1%)   24 (19.8%)    36 (29.8%)  47 (38.8%)   121 (100%) 
    
Assess the overlap between the 
school’s curricular objectives and 
the school’s achievement tests 5 (4.1%)  10 (8.3%)   19 (15.7%)     40 (33.1%)  47 (38.8%)  121 (100%) 
            
Participate actively in the review 
of curricular materials  4 (3.3%)   17 (14%)   19 (15.7%)     41 (33.9%)  40 (33.1%)  121 (100%) 
     
 
 
As shown in Table 14, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding coordinating the 
curriculum.  Overall, the highest number of participants rated principals in drawing upon the 
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results of school-wide testing when making curricular decisions with 30.6% (n = 37) responding 
Frequently and 50.4% (n = 61) responding Almost Always.  
Table 15 displays the results for the subscale titled Coordinating the Curriculum.  The 
means and standard deviations are displayed for each item.  
Table 15  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Coordinating the Curriculum (N = 121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Make clear who is responsible for coordinating the curriculum across  
grade levels (e.g., the principal, vice principal, or teacher-leaders)   3.81  1.113 
 
Draw upon the results of school-wide testing when making curricular  
decisions         4.22    .970 
 
Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it covers the school’s  
curricular objectives        3.93  1.086 
 
Assess the overlap between the school’s curricular objectives and  
the school’s achievement tests      3.94  1.120 
 
Participate actively in the review of curricular materials   3.79  1.147 
 
Overall Mean Score for Coordinating the Curriculum   3.94     .991 
 
 
Table 15 shows mean scores of the teacher responses for the subscale titled Coordinating 
the Curriculum.  The highest mean score was for the individual item on the subscale indicating 
the principals frequently drew upon the results of school-wide testing when making curricular 
decisions (M = 4.22, SD = .970).  The lowest mean score was for the individual item on the 
subscale indicating the principals sometimes participated actively in the review of curricular 
materials (M = 3.79, SD = 1.147). The overall mean score for the teachers’ perceptions regarding 
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their administrators’ behaviors for the items included on the subscale titled Coordinating the 
Curriculum was 3.94 and the standard deviation was .991.   
 Conclusion 4:  The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in  
leadership behaviors and practices related to coordinating the curriculum (M = 3.94, SD = .991).  
Monitoring Student Progress 
Table 16 provides a display of the participants’ responses for monitoring student 
progress.  Frequencies and percentages are provided for each item.  
Table 16  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Monitoring 
Student Progress (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Meet individually with teachers  
to discuss student progress 2 (1.7%)   4 (3.3%)    24 (19.8%)   46 (38%)    45 (37.2%)   121 (100%) 
    
Discuss academic performance 
results with the faculty to identify 
curricular strengths and 
weaknesses   0 (0%)      6 (5%)     19 (15.7%)     46 (38%)    50 (41.3%)   121 (100%) 
        
Uses tests and other performance 
measure to assess progress 
toward school goals  0 (0%)     2(1.7%)     16 (13.2%)     45 (37.2%)  58 (47.9%)   121 (100%) 
    
Inform teachers of the school’s 
performance results in written 
form      1 (0.8%)  6 (5%)       39 (32.2%)     32 (26.4%)    43 (35.5%) 121 (100%) 
            
Inform students of school’s 
academic progress     3 (2.5%)   6 (5%)      28 (23.1%)     49 (40.5%)    35 (28.9%) 121 (100%) 





As shown in Table 16, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding monitoring student 
progress.  Overall, the highest number of participants rated principals in using tests and other 
performance measure to assess progress toward school goals with 37.2% (n = 45) responding 
Frequently and 47.9% (n = 58) responding Almost Always.  The number of participants rated 
only slightly lower the item discussing academic performance results with the faculty to identify 
curricular strengths and weaknesses with 38% (n = 46) responding Frequently and 41.3% (n = 
50) responding Almost Always. 
The results for the subscale labeled Monitoring Student Progress are displayed in Table 
17.  The means and standard deviations are shown for each item. 
Table 17  
Teachers’ Perceptions Regarding School Administrators Monitoring Student Progress (N = 121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Meet individually with teachers to discuss student progress   4.06   .925 
 
Discuss academic performance results with the faculty to identify  
curricular strengths and weaknesses      4.16   .866 
 
Use tests and other performance measure to assess progress toward  
school goals         4.31   .764 
 
Inform teachers of the school’s performance results in written form  
(e.g., in a memo or newsletter)      3.91   .975 
 
Inform students of school’s academic progress    3.88   .968 
 





Table 17 displays the mean scores for the subscale named Monitoring Student Progress.  
In looking at teacher responses to each of the specific administrator behaviors, the highest mean 
score was for the individual item on the subscale indicating the principals frequently used tests 
and other performance measures to assess progress toward school goals (M = 4.31, SD = .764).  
The lowest mean score was for the individual item on the subscale indicating the principals 
sometimes informed students of their respective school’s academic progress (M = 3.88, SD = 
.968).  The overall mean score for the subscale labeled Monitoring Student Progress was 4.06 
with a standard deviation of .763. 
 Conclusion 5:  The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in 
school leadership behaviors and practices related to monitoring students’ progress (M = 4.06, SD 
= .763). 
Domain 3:  Developing a Positive School Learning Climate 
 The domain titled Developing a Positive School Learning Climate is divided into five 
subscales: (1) Protecting Instructional Time, (2) Maintaining High Visibility, (3) Providing 
Incentives for Teachers, (4) Promoting Professional Development, and (5) Providing Incentives 
for Learning. Frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations are provided for each 
item within each subscale. 
Protecting Instructional Time 
Table 18 provides a display of the participants’ responses for protecting instructional 






Table 18  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Protecting 
Instructional Time (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Limit interruptions of instructional 
time by public address 
announcements   5 (4.1%)     15 (12.4%) 38 (31.4%)  32 (26.4%) 31 (25.6%)   121 (100%) 
    
Ensure that students are not  
called to the office during  
instructional time            10 (8.3%)    21 (17.4%)  42 (24.7%)  27 (22.3%)  21 (17.4%)  121 (100%) 
        
Ensure that tardy and truant 
students suffer consequences 
for missing instructional time   11 (9.1%)    15 (12.4%)   34 (28.1%)  30 (24.8%)  31 (25.6%) 121 (100%) 
    
Encourage teachers to use 
instructional time for teaching  
practicing new skills and 
concepts    0 (0%)    3 (2.5%)     20 (16.5%)    41 (33.9%)  57 (47.1%)   121 (100%) 
            
Limit the intrusion of extra- and 
co-curricular activities on 
instructional time  3 (2.5%)   9 (7.4%)    40 (33.1%)    39 (32.2%)  30 (24.8%)   121 (100%) 
       
                
 
As shown in Table 18, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding protecting 
instructional time.  Overall, the highest number of participants rated principals in encouraging 
teachers to use instructional time for teaching practicing new skills and concepts with 33.9% (n = 
41) responding Frequently and 47.1% (n = 57) responding Almost Always.  Half of the 
participants responded that principals ensure that tardy and truant students suffer specific 
consequences for missing instructional time only sometimes at best, and 60% of the participants 
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responded the same for ensuring that students are not called to the office during instructional 
time. 
The results for the subscale titled Protecting Instructional Time are displayed in Table 19.  
The means and standard deviations are displayed for each item within the subscale. 
Table 19  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Protecting Instructional Time (N = 121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Limit interruptions of instructional time by public address  
announcements         3.57  1.124 
 
Ensure that students are not called to the office during instructional  
time          3.23  1.174 
 
Ensure that tardy and truant students suffer specific consequences for  
missing instructional time        3.45  1.252 
 
Encourage teachers to use instructional time for teaching and practicing  
new skills and concepts        4.26    .822 
 
Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular activities on instructional  
time           3.69  1.007 
   
Overall Score for Protecting Instructional Time     3.64    .887 
 
 
Table 19 displays the mean scores of the teacher responses for the subscale titled 
Protecting Instructional Time.  The highest mean score was for the individual item on the 
subscale indicating the principals frequently encouraged teachers to use instructional time for 
teaching and practicing new skills and concepts (M = 4.26, SD = .822).  The lowest mean score 
was for the individual item on the subscale indicating the principals sometimes ensured that 
students were not called to the office during instructional time (M = 3.23, SD = 1.174).  The 
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overall mean score for the subscale titled Protecting Instructional Time was 3.64 with a standard 
deviation of .887. 
 Conclusion 6:  The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in 
school leadership behaviors and practices related to protecting instructional time (M = 3.64, SD = 
.887).   
Maintaining High Visibility 
Table 20 provides a display of the participants’ responses for maintaining high visibility.  
Frequencies and percentages are provided for each item.  
Table 20  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators 
Maintaining High Visibility (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Take time to talk informally with 
students and teachers during 
recess and breaks            2 (1.7%)   9 (7.4%)    25 (20.7%)    26 (21.5%)  59 (48.8%)   121 (100%) 
    
Visit classrooms to discuss  
school issues with teachers  
and students   3 (2.5%)   9 (7.4%)    36 (29.8%)    27 (22.3%)   46 (38%)   121 (100%) 
        
Attend/participate in extra- and 
co-curricular activities  1 (0.8%)    5 (4.1%)   20 (16.5%)    28 (23.1%)   67 (55.4%)  121 (100%) 
    
Cover classes for teachers until 
a late or substitute teacher 
arrives    36 (29.8%)   29 (24%)  25 (20.7%)  14 (11.6%)  17 (14%)   121 (100%) 
            
Tutor students or provide 
direct instruction to classes 56 (46.3%)    22 (18.2%)  19 (15.7%)  12 (9.9%)  12 (9.9%)  121 (100%) 




As shown in Table 20, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding maintaining high 
visibility.  Overall, the majority of the participants rated principals in attending/participating in 
extra- and co-curricular activities with 23.1% (n = 28) responding Frequently and 55.4% (n = 67) 
responding Almost Always.  The second highest number of participants rated the principals for 
taking time to talk informally with students and teachers during recess and breaks with 21.5% (n 
= 26) of participants responding Frequently and 48.8% (n = 59) responding Almost Always.  In 
tutoring students or providing direct instruction to classes, 18.2% (n = 22) of the participants 
rated the principals as Seldom and 46.3% (n = 56) rated their principals as Almost Never 
participating in this leadership behavior.   
Table 21 displays the results for the subscale titled Maintaining High Visibility.  The 
means and standard deviations are shown for each item. 
Table 21  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Maintaining High Visibility (N = 121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Take time to talk informally with students and teachers during recess  
and breaks          4.08  1.089 
 
Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with teachers and students  3.86  1.090 
 
Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular activities    4.28    .942 
 
Cover classes for teachers until a late or substitute teacher arrives   2.56  1.390 
 
Tutor students or provide direct instruction to classes    2.19  1.374 
 




Table 21 displays the mean scores of the teacher responses for the subscale labeled 
Maintaining High Visibility. The highest mean score was for the individual item on the subscale 
indicating the principals frequently attended/participated in extra- and co-curricular activities (M 
= 4.28, SD = .942).  The lowest mean score was for the individual item on the subscale 
indicating the principals seldom tutored students or provided direct instruction to classes (M = 
2.19, SD = 1.374).  The overall mean score for the subscale titled Maintaining High Visibility 
was 3.40 with a standard deviation of .914. 
Conclusion 7:  The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in 
school leadership behaviors and practices related to maintaining high visibility (M = 3.40, SD = 
.914).   
Providing Incentives for Teachers 
Table 22 provides a display of the participants’ responses for providing incentives for 




Table 22  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Providing 
Incentives for Teachers (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Reinforce superior performance  
by teachers in staff meetings,  
newsletters, and/or memos 7 (5.8%)   13 (10.7%)  28 (23.1%)   33 (27.3%)  40 (33.1%)  121 (100%) 
    
Compliment teachers privately 
for their efforts or performance 2 (1.7%)    13 (10.7%)   23 (19%)   36 (29.8%)    47(38.8%)  121 (100%) 
        
Acknowledge teachers’  
exceptional performance by  
writing memos for their  
personnel files   12 (9.9%)    15 (12.4%)   3 (35.5%) 27 (22.3%)  24 (19.8%) 121 (100%) 
    
Reward special efforts by  
teachers with opportunities for  
professional recognition  7 (5.8%)    13 (10.7%)   35 (28.9%)  31 (25.6%) 35 (28.9%) 121 (100%) 
            
Create professional growth 
opportunities for teachers as a 
reward for special contributions 
to the school             12 (9.9%)    14 (11.6%)   34 (28.1%)  28 (23.1%)  33 (27.3%) 121 (100%) 
       
               
 
 
As shown in Table 22, the majority of the participants indicated that their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding providing 
incentives for teachers.  Overall, the majority of the participants rated principals in 
complimenting teachers privately for their efforts or performance with 29.8% (n = 36) 
responding Frequently and 38.8% (n = 47) responding Almost Always. 
The results for the subscale titled Providing Incentives for Teachers are displayed in 
Table 23.  The means and standard deviations are provided in the display. 
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Table 23  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Providing Incentives for Teachers (N = 
121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Reinforce superior performance by Teachers in staff meetings,  
newsletters, and/or memos        3.71  1.200 
 
Compliment teachers privately for their efforts or performance   3.93  1.078 
 
Acknowledge teachers’ exceptional performance by writing memos  
for their personnel files        3.30  1.209 
 
Reward special efforts by teachers with opportunities for professional  
recognition          3.61  1.179 
 
Create professional growth opportunities for teachers as a reward for  
special contributions to the school       3.46  1.278 
 
Overall Mean Score for Providing Incentives for Teachers    3.60  1.087 
 
 
Table 23 displays the mean scores of the teacher responses for the subscale titled 
Providing Incentives for Teachers.  The highest mean score was for the individual item on the 
subscale indicating the principals frequently complimented teachers privately for their efforts or 
performance (M = 3.93, SD = 1.078).  The lowest mean score was for the individual item on the 
subscale indicating the principals sometimes acknowledged teachers’ exceptional performance 
by writing memos for their personnel files (M = 3.30, SD = 1.209).  The overall mean score for 




Conclusion 8:  The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in 
school leadership behaviors and practices related to providing incentives for teachers (M = 3.60, 
SD = 1.087).   
Promoting Professional Development 
Table 24 provides a display of the participants’ responses for promoting professional 
development.  Frequencies and percentages are provided for each item. 
Table 24  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Promoting 
Professional Development (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Ensure that inservice activities 
attended by staff are consistent 
with the school’s goals  2 (1.7%)   6 (5%)    30 (24.8%)     43 (35.5%)    40 (33.1%)   121 (100%) 
    
Actively support the use in the 
classroom of skills acquired 
during inservice training 3 (2.5%)   4 (3.3%)   31 (25.6%)    40 (33.1%)   43 (35.5%)   121 (100%) 
        
Obtain the participation of the 
whole staff in important 
inservice activities  4 (3.3%)    8 (6.6%)   29 (24%)     38 (31.4%)    42 (34.7%)   121 (100%) 
    
Lead or attend teacher inservice 
activities concerned with 
instruction   2 (1.7%)    12 (9.9%)  30 (24.8%)   38 (31.4%)   39 (32.2%)  121 (100%) 
            
Set aside time at faculty meetings 
for teachers to share ideas or 
information from inservice 
activities   3 (2.5%)    15 (12.4%)  32 (26.4%)   32 (26.4%)  39 (32.2%) 121 (100%) 





As shown in Table 24, the majority of the participants indicated their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding providing 
professional development.  Overall, two leadership behaviors tied as being rated the highest by 
the participants regarding the behaviors of the principals in this subscale.  Participants rated 
principals as ensuring that inservice activities attended by staff were consistent with the school’s 
goals with 35.5% (n = 43) responding Frequently and 33.1% (n = 40) responding Almost 
Always.  The majority of the participants rated principals as actively supporting the use in the 
classroom of skills acquired during inservice training with 33.1% (n = 40) responding Frequently 
and 35.5% (n = 43) responding Almost Always. 
The results for the subscale named Promoting Professional Development are displayed in 




Table 25  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Promoting Professional Development (N = 
121) 
  Item        M  SD 
 
Ensure that inservice activities attended by staff are consistent with  
the school’s goals         3.93   .964 
 
Actively support the use in the classroom of skills acquired during  
inservice training        3.96   .987 
 
Obtain the participation of the whole staff in important inservice  
activities         3.88  1.069 
 
Lead or attend teacher inservice activities concerned with instruction 3.83  1.046 
 
Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to share ideas or  
information from inservice activities       3.74  1.116 
 
Overall Mean Score for Promoting Professional Development   3.87    .920 
 
 
Table 25 displays the mean scores of the teacher responses for the subscale named 
Promoting Professional Development.  The highest mean score was for the individual item on 
the subscale indicating the principals sometimes actively supported the use in the classroom of 
skills acquired during inservice training (M = 3.96, SD = .987).  The lowest mean score was for 
the individual item on the subscale indicating the principals sometimes set aside time at faculty 
meetings for teachers to share ideas or information from inservice activities (M = 3.74, SD = 
1.116).  The overall mean score for the subscale named Promoting Professional Development 
was 3.87 with a standard deviation of .920. 
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Conclusion 9:  The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in 
school leadership behaviors and practices related to promoting professional development (M = 
3.87, SD = .920).   
Providing Incentives for Learning 
Table 26 provides a display of the participants’ responses for providing incentives for 




Table 26  
Frequencies and Percentages of Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Providing 
Incentives for Learning (N = 121) 
           1             2        3  4              5       Total 
      Almost     Seldom      Sometimes    Frequently        Almost 
      Never                        Always 
Recognize students who do  
superior work with formal  
rewards such as honor roll or  
mention in the  principal’s  
newsletter   3 (2.5%)   3 (2.5%)     22 (18.2%)   35 (28.9%)   58 (47.9%)  121 (100%) 
    
Use assemblies to honor  
students for academic  
accomplishments or for  
behavior or citizenship  4 (3.3%)    3 (2.5%)    27 (22.3%)   30 (24.8%)   57 (47.1%)  121 (100%) 
        
Recognize superior student 
achievement or improvement  
by seeing in the office the 
students with their work  7 (5.8%)   9 (7.4%)    38 (31.4%)    31 (25.6%)   36 (29.8%)  121 (100%) 
    
Contact parents to communicate 
improved or exemplary student 
performance or contributions 4 (3.3%)   10 (8.3%)   40 (33.1%)    30 (24.8%)   37 (30.6%) 121 (100%) 
            
Support teachers actively in their 
recognition and/or reward of 
students contribution to and 
accomplishments in class 3 (2.5%)    3 (2.5%)     29 (24%)     33 (27.3%)    53 (43.8%) 121 (100%) 
       
 
 
As shown in Table 26, the majority of the participants indicated their administrators 
either frequently or almost always engaged in leadership behaviors regarding providing 
incentives for learning.  Overall, the majority of the participants rated principals in recognizing 
students who do superior work with formal rewards such as an honor roll or mention in the 
principal’s newsletter with 28.9% (n = 35) responding Frequently and 47.9% (n = 58) responding 
Almost Always.  
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Table 27 displays the results for the subscale titled Providing Incentives for Learning.  
The means and standard deviations are displayed for each item. 
Table 27  
Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Providing Incentives for Learning (N = 
121) 
  Item        M  SD  
 
Recognize students who do superior work with formal rewards such  
as an honor roll or mention in the principal's newsletter    4.17   .980 
 
Use assemblies to honor students for academic accomplishments or for  
behavior or citizenship        4.10  1.044 
 
Recognize superior student achievement or improvement by seeing in  
the office the students with their work      3.66  1.151 
 
Contact parents to communicate improved or exemplary student  
performance or contributions        3.71  1.091 
 
Support teachers actively in their recognition and/or reward of student  
contributions to and accomplishments in class     4.07  1.001 
 
Overall Mean Score for Providing Incentives for Learning               3.94    .900  
 
 
Table 27 displays the mean scores of the teachers’ responses for the subscale labeled 
Providing Incentives for Learning.  The highest mean score was for the individual item on the 
subscale indicating the principals frequently recognized students who did superior work with 
formal rewards such as an honor roll or mention in the principal’s newsletter (M = 4.17, SD = 
.980).  The lowest mean score was for the individual item on the subscale indicating the 
principals sometimes recognized superior student achievement or improvement by seeing the  
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students in the office with their work (M = 3.66, SD = 1.151).  The overall mean score for the 
subscale titled Providing Incentives for Learning was 3.94 with a standard deviation of .900. 
Conclusion 10:  The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in 
school leadership behaviors and practices related to providing incentives for learning (M = 3.94, 
SD = .900).  
Teachers’ Ratings of Principals’ Behaviors (Scores for All Domains and All Subscales) 
 Table 28 displays the overall results for each of the three domains which are comprised 




Table 28  
Overall Results of Teachers’ Ratings of Principals’ Behaviors by Domain and Subscale of the 
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (N = 121) 
                Subscale        Domain 
             M            SD               M          SD 
Domain:  Defining the School Mission 
 Frame the School Goals    4.20   .789 
 Communicate the Schools Goals   3.99   .907 
 Overall Mean Score for Defining the School        
Mission           4.10     .812 
Domain: Managing the Instructional Program 
 Supervise and Evaluate Instruction   3.99   .895 
 Coordinate the Curriculum    3.94   .990 
 Monitor Student Progress    4.06   .763 
 Overall Mean Score for Managing the  
Instructional Program          4.00     .831 
Domain:  Developing a Positive School Learning Climate 
 Protect Instructional Time    3.64   .887 
Maintain High Visibility    3.40   .914 
Provide Incentives for Teachers   3.60   1.09 
Promote Professional Development   3.87      .920 
Provide Incentives for Learning   3.94   .900 
Overall Mean Score for Developing a Positive           
School Learning Climate         3.69   .843 
 
Overall Mean Score for PIMRS         3.93   .790 
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Table 28 shows principals were rated with the highest mean score (M = 4.20, SD = .789) 
for frequently engaging in the school leadership behaviors and practices related to the subscale 
named Frame the School Goals (M = 4.20, SD = .789) within the domain Defining the School 
Mission.  The overall mean score for the first domain, Frame the School Goals, was 4.10 (SD = 
.907) indicating the principals frequently engaged in these leadership behaviors and practices. 
The second domain, Managing the Instructional Program, had mean scores reported for 
the subscales titled Supervise and Evaluate Instruction (M = 3.99, SD = .895), Coordinate the 
Curriculum (M = 3.94, SD = .990), and Monitor Student Progress (M = 4.06, SD = .763).  The 
overall mean score for the second domain, Managing the Instructional Program was 4.00 (SD = 
.831) indicating the teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in 
leadership behaviors and practices related to managing the instructional program.  
The third domain, Developing a Positive School Learning Climate, had mean scores 
reported for the subscales named Protect Instructional Time (M = 3.64, SD = .887), Maintain 
High Visibility (M = 3.40, SD = .914), Provide Incentives for Teachers (M = 3.60, SD = 1.09), 
Promote Professional Development (M = 3.87, SD = .920), and Provide Incentives for Learning 
(M = 3.94, SD = .900). The overall mean score for the third domain, Developing a Positive 
School Learning Climate, was 3.69 (SD = .843) indicating the teacher participants rated their 
principals as sometimes engaging in leadership behaviors related to developing a positive school 
learning climate. 
The overall mean score for all of the subscales and domains within the PIMRS was a 3.93 
with a standard deviation of .790.  This mean score indicated the participants rated the 
administrators as sometimes engaging in the school leadership behaviors and practices identified 
on the full PIMRS. 
 
82 
Conclusion 11:  Overall, the teacher participants of the study rated their administrators as 
sometimes engaging in the school leadership behaviors and practices included on all three 
domains (ten subscales) of the PIMRS (M = 3.93, SD = .790).  
Research Question 2 
 Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ ratings regarding the 
administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Defining the School Mission (Framing the 
School Goals and Communicating the School Goals) as measured on the PIMRS and the schools’ 
accountability ratings? 
Domain 1: Defining the School Mission 
 To answer this research question, teacher participants’ (N = 121) responses to the 10 
questions within the two subscales that comprise the domain titled Defining the School Mission 
of the PIMRS were analyzed by subscales using means, standard deviations, and correlations.   
The Pearson Correlation statistic was used to measure the strength of the relationship 
between the administrators’ leadership behaviors and practices and the schools’ accountability 
ratings. When analyzing correlation coefficients, a correlation coefficient may have a value 
between r = 1 (perfect positive correlation) and r = -1 (perfect negative correlation) (Field, 
2009).  The closer to 0, the weaker the correlation, and the closer to 1 or -1, the stronger the 
correlation.  Correlation coefficients are used to determine the strength of the association or 
relationship between two variables.  The p-value, or probability value, indicates the 
meaningfulness or significance of the results (Field, 2009).  The lower the p-value, the more 




Correlation Results – Framing the School Goals and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the items included in the subscale named Framing the School 
Goals and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 29.  Means, standard 
deviations, and correlation coefficients are provided in the table. 
Table 29  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Framing the School 
Goals and Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121) 
             M            SD              r           Sig.     
Develop a focused set of annual school-wide goals      4.26        .793  .026      .781
   
Frame the school’s goals in terms of staff        4.21        .805 -.017      .856 
responsibilities for meeting them 
 
Use needs assessment or other formal and informal       3.93      1.055 -.052      .572 
methods to secure staff input on goal development   
 
Use data of students’ performance when developing      4.36        .845  .018      .846 
the school’s academic goals 
 
Develop goals that are easily understood and used by      4.25        .888  .039      .668 
teachers in the school 
 
Overall Score for Framing the School Goals           4.20       .789  .001      .990 
p<.05 
In Table 29, there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors identified within the subscale titled Framing the 
School Goals and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall score for the 
subscale and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak positive correlations for three of 
the leadership behaviors, and there were very weak negative correlations for the two remaining 
behaviors.  Very weak positive correlations were found between developing a focused set of 
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annual school-wide goals and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .026, n = 121, p = .781), 
using data of students’ performance when developing the school’s academic goals  and the 
schools’ accountability ratings (r = .018, n = 121, p = .846), and developing goals that are easily 
understood and used by teachers in the school and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .039, n 
= 121, p = .668).  Very weak  negative correlations were found between the schools’ 
accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principal on leadership behaviors related to 
framing the school’s goals (r = -.017, n = 121, p = .856) and using needs assessment or other 
formal and informal methods to secure staff input on goal development and the schools’ 
accountability ratings (r = -.052, n = 121, p = .572).  There was a very weak positive correlation 
between the schools’ accountability ratings and the overall items on the scale titled Framing the 
School Goals (r = .001, n = 121, p = .995). 
Conclusion 12:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Framing the School Goals and the schools’ accountability ratings or between the 
teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Correlation Results – Communicating the School Goals and Accountability Ratings 
The correlation results for the items in the subscale named Communicating the School 
Goals and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 30.  Means, standard 






Table 30  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Communicating the 
School Goals and the Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
Communicate the school’s mission effectively to      4.12     .909   .035      .704 
members of the school community 
 
Discuss the school’s academic goals with teachers      4.25      .859  .085      .355 
at faculty meetings 
 
Refer to the school’s academic goals when making      4.14      .934  .018      .843 
curricular decisions with teachers 
 
Ensure that the school’s academic goals are reflected     3.60     1.320 -.027      .772 
in highly visible displays in the schools (e.g. posters  
or bulletin boards emphasizing academic progress) 
 
Refer to the school’s goals or mission in forums with     3.83     1.070   .056      .543 
students (e.g. in assemblies or discussions) 
 
Overall Score for Communicating the School Goals     3.99         .907             .032      .726 
p<.05 
 
Table 30 shows there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices contained in the subscale labeled 
Communicating the School Goals and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the 
overall score for the items on the subscale and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak 
positive correlations for four of the leadership behaviors, and there was a very weak negative 
correlation for the remaining behavior.  Very weak positive correlations were found between the 
school’s accountability ratings and communicating the school’s mission effectively to members 
of the school community (r = .035,  n = 121, p = .704), the schools’ accountability ratings and 
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discussing the school’s academic goals with teachers at faculty meetings (r = .085, n = 121, p = 
.355), the schools accountability ratings and referring to the school’s academic goals when 
making curricular decisions with teachers (r = .018, n = 121, p = .843),  and the schools’ 
accountability ratings and referring to the school’s goals or mission in forums with students (e.g., 
in assemblies or discussions) (r = -.056, n = 121, p = .543). A very weak negative correlation 
was found between the school’s accountability ratings and the principals’ ensuring that the 
school’s academic goals are reflected in highly visible displays in the school (e.g., posters or 
bulletin boards emphasizing academic progress) (r = -.027, n = 121, p = .772).  There was a very 
weak positive correlation between the overall score for all of the items on the subscale named 
Communicating the School Goals and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .032, n = 121, p = 
.726).   
Conclusion 13:  There were no statically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Communicating the School Goals and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
The correlation results for the overall score for the domain named Defining the School 
Mission and schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 31.  Means, standard 




Table 31  
Overall Ratings Regarding School Administrators Defining the School Mission and Schools’ 
Accountability Ratings (N = 121) 
             M            SD              r           Sig.     
Framing the School Goals            4.20        .789            .001        .990 
 
Communicating the School Goals                                             3.99        .907            .032        .726 
       
Overall Score for Defining the School Mission               4.10       .812  .018      .843 
p<.05 
 
Table 31 shows there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices contained in the domain titled 
Defining the School Mission and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall 
score for the items of the domain and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak positive 
correlations for both of the subscales within the domain.  Very weak positive correlations were 
found between the schools’ accountability ratings and framing the school goals (r = .001, n = 
121, p = .990) and the schools’ accountability ratings and communicating the school goals (r = 
.022, n = 121, p = .726).  There was a very weak positive correlation between the overall score 
for all of the items of the domain titled Defining the School Mission and the schools’ 
accountability ratings (r = .018l,  n = 121, p = .843). 
 Conclusion 14:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
domain titled Defining the School Mission and the schools’ accountability ratings or between the 




Research Question 3 
 Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ ratings regarding the 
administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Managing the Instructional Program 
(Supervising and Evaluating Instruction, Coordinating the Curriculum, and Monitoring Student 
Progress) as measured on the PIMR scale and schools’ accountability ratings? 
Domain 2:  Managing the Instructional Program   
 To answer this research question, teacher participants’ (N = 121) responses to the 15 
questions within the three subscales that comprise the domain titled Managing the Instructional 
Program of the PIMRS were analyzed by subscales using means, standard deviations, and 
correlations.  The domain titled Managing the Instructional Program contained the three 
subscales named Supervising and Evaluating Instruction, Coordinating the Curriculum, and 
Monitoring Student Progress.   
Correlation Results – Supervising and Evaluating Instruction and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the items in the subscale named Supervising and Evaluating 
Instruction and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 32.  Means, standard 




Table 32  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Supervising and 
Evaluating Instruction and the School’s Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
 
Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachers are      4.10        .961   .007      .942 
consistent with the goals and direction of the school 
 
Review students work products when evaluating      3.88      1.053   .015      .872 
classroom instruction 
 
Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a      4.04        .943   .112      .223 
regular basis (informal observations are unscheduled,  
last at least 5 minutes, and may or may not involve  
written feedback or a formal conference) 
 
Point out specific strengths in teacher’s instructional     4.02        .983   .149      .103 
practices in post-observation feedback (e.g. in  
conferences or written evaluations) 
 
Point out specific weaknesses in teacher instructional     3.91      1.041   .023      .801 
practices in post-observation feedback (e.g. in  
conferences or written evaluations) 
 
Overall Score for Supervising and Evaluating Instruction     3.99        .895   .067      .469 
p<.05 
 
The results displayed in Table 32 show there were no statistically significant relationships 
between the teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors for the individual items 
contained in the subscale titled Supervising and Evaluating Instruction and the accountability 
ratings of the schools or between the overall score for the subscale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings.  Very weak positive correlations were found between the schools’ 
accountability ratings and their principals in each of the five leadership behaviors related to 
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supervising and evaluating instruction.  Very weak positive correlations were found between the 
school’s accountability ratings and ensuring that the classroom priorities of teachers are 
consistent with the goals and direction of the school (r = .007, n = 121, p = .942), the school’s 
accountability ratings and reviewing student work products when evaluating classroom 
instruction (r = .015, n = 121, p = .872), the school’s accountability ratings and conducting 
informal observations in classrooms on a regular basis (r = .112, n = 121, p = .223), the school’s 
accountability ratings and pointing out specific strengths in teachers’ instructional practices in 
post-observation feedback (r = .149, n = 121, p = .103), and the school’s accountability ratings 
and pointing out specific weaknesses in teacher instructional practices in post-observation 
feedback (r = .023, n = 121, p = .801).  In addition, there was a very weak positive correlation 
between the schools’ accountability ratings and the overall items on the scale titled Supervising 
and Evaluating Instruction (r = .067, n = 121,  p = .469). 
 Conclusion 15:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Supervising and Evaluating Instruction and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Correlation Results – Coordinating the Curriculum and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the items in the subscale named Coordinating the Curriculum 
and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 33.  Means, standard deviations, 






Table 33  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Coordinating the 
Curriculum and the Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD              r           Sig. 
 
 
Make clear who is responsible for coordinating the       3.81      1.113  .067      .466 
curriculum across grade levels (e.g. the principal,  
vice principal, or teacher-leaders) 
 
Draw upon the results of school-wide testing when                  4.22    .970             -.019        .834  
making curricular decisions 
 
Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it covers      3.93      1.086 -.007      .941 
the school’s curricular objectives 
 
Access the overlap between the school’s curricular       3.94      1.120  .080      .384 
objectives and the school’s achievement tests 
 
Participate actively in the review of curricular materials     3.79      1.147  .045      .626 
 
Overall Score for Coordinating the Curriculum              3.94        .991  .038      .678 
p<.05 
 
Table 33 shows there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors within the subscale titled Coordinating the 
Curriculum and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall score for the 
subscale and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak positive correlations for three of 
the principals’ leadership behaviors, and there were very weak negative correlations for the two 
remaining behaviors.  Very weak positive correlations were found between the schools’ 
accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals making clear who is responsible 
for coordinating the curriculum across grade levels (r = .067, n = 121, p = .466), between 
accessing the overlap between the school’s curricular objectives and school’s achievement tests 
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and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .080, n = 121, p = .384), and between participating 
actively in the review of curricular materials and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .045, n 
= 121, p = .626). Very weak negative correlations were found between the schools’ 
accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals drawing upon the results of school-
wide testing when making curricular decisions (r = -.019,  n = 121, p = .834) and between 
monitoring the classroom curriculum to see that it covers the school’s curricular objectives and 
the schools’ accountability ratings (r =   -.007, n = 121, p = .941).  There was a very weak 
positive correlation between the schools’ accountability ratings and the overall items on the 
subscale titled Coordinating the Curriculum (r = .038, n = 121, p = .678). 
 Conclusion 16:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Coordinating the Curriculum and the schools’ accountability ratings or between 
the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings.   
Correlation Results – Monitoring Student Progress and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the items in the subscale named Monitoring Student Progress 
and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 34.  Means, standard deviations, 








Table 34  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Monitoring Student 
Progress and the Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
 
Meet individually with teachers to discuss student      4.06      .925   .067      .464 
progress 
 
Discuss academic performance results with the faculty     4.16      .866  .123      .179 
to identify curricular strengths and weaknesses 
 
Uses tests and other performance measure to assess      4.31      .764  .093      .312 
progress toward school goals 
 
Inform teachers of the school’s performance results in     3.91      .975  .054      .557 
written form (e.g. in a memo or newsletter) 
 
Inform students of school’s academic progress     3.88      .968  .097      .292 
 
Overall Score for Monitoring Student Progress     4.06      .763  .101      .271 
p<.05  
 
The results displayed in Table 34 show that there were no statistically significant 
relationships between the teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors within the 
subscale titled Monitoring Student Progress and the accountability ratings of the schools or 
between the overall score for the subscale and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak 
positive correlations for all five leadership behaviors and the schools’ accountability ratings.  
Very weak positive correlation coefficients were found between the schools’ accountability 
ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals meeting individually with teachers to discuss 
student progress (r = .067, n= 121, p = .464), schools’ accountability ratings and discussing 
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academic performance results with the faculty to identify curricular strengths and weaknesses (r 
= .123, n= 121, p = .179), schools’ accountability ratings and using tests and other performance 
measure to assess progress toward school goals (r = .093, n= 121, p = .312), schools’ 
accountability ratings and informing teachers of the school’s performance results in written form 
(r = .054, n= 121, p = .557), and schools’ accountability ratings and informing students of 
school’s academic progress (r = .097, n= 121, p = .292).  There was a very weak positive 
correlation between the schools’ accountability ratings and the overall items on the subscale 
titled Monitoring Student Progress (r = .101, n = 121,  p = .271). 
Conclusion 17:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Monitoring Student Progress and the schools’ accountability ratings or between 
the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
The correlation results for the overall score for the domain named Managing the 
Instructional Program and schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 35.  Means, 




Table 35  
Overall Ratings Regarding School Administrators Managing the Instructional Program and 
Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121) 
             M            SD              r           Sig.     
Supervising and Evaluating Instruction                            3.99        .895            .067        .469 
           
Coordinating the Curriculum                                                    3.94         .991            .038        .678 
 
Monitoring Student Progress                                                     4.06        .763             .101       .271 
       
Overall Score for Managing the Instructional Program            4.00       .831              .070      .446 
p<.05 
 
Table 35 shows there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices contained in the domain titled 
Managing the Instructional Program and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the 
overall score for the items of the domain and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak 
positive correlations for all three of the subscales within the domain.  Very weak positive 
correlations were found between the schools’ accountability ratings and supervising and 
evaluating instruction (r = .067, n = 121, p = .469), schools’ accountability ratings and 
coordinating the curriculum (r = .038, n = 121, p = .678), and schools’ accountability ratings and 
monitoring student progress (r = .101, n = 121, p = .271).  There was a very weak positive 
correlation between the overall score for all of the items of the domain titled Managing the 
Instructional Program and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .070, n = 121, p = .446). 
 Conclusion 18:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
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domain titled Managing the Instructional Program and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall domain score and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Research Question 4 
 Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ ratings regarding the 
administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Developing a Positive School Learning 
Climate (Protecting Instructional Time, Maintaining High Visibility, Providing Incentives for 
Teachers, Promoting Professional Development, and Providing Incentives for Learning) as 
measured on the PIMR and the schools’ accountability ratings? 
Domain 3:  Developing a Positive School Learning Climate 
 To answer this research question, teacher participants’ (N = 121) responses to the 25 
questions withing the five subscales that comprise the domain titled Developing a Positive 
School Learning Climate of the PIMRS were analyzed by subscale using means, standard 
deviations, and correlations.  The domain of Developing a Positive School Learning Climate 
contained the five subscales titled Protecting Instructional Time, Maintaining High Visibility, 
Providing Incentives for Teachers, Promoting Professional Development, and Providing 
Incentives for Learning.   
Correlation Results – Protecting Instructional Time and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the items included in the subscale named Protecting 
Instructional Time and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 36.  Means, 




Table 36  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Protecting 
Instructional Time and the School’s Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
 
Limit interruptions of instructional time by public      3.57      1.124  -.089      .330 
address announcements 
 
Ensure that students are not called to the office during     3.23      1.174 -.054      .553 
instructional time 
 
Ensure that tardy and truant students suffer consequences     3.45      1.252 -.096      .294 
for missing instructional time 
 
Encourage teachers to use instructional time for teaching     4.26        .822   .091      .320 
and practicing new skills and concepts 
 
Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular activities     3.69      1.007 -.106      .248 
on instructional time 
 
Overall Score for Protecting Instructional Time     3.64        .887 -.071      .437 
p<.05 
 
The results displayed in Table 36 show there were no statistically significant relationships 
between the teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors within the subscale titled 
Protecting Instructional Time and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall 
score for the subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings.  There was a very weak positive 
correlation for one of the leadership behaviors, and there were very weak negative correlations 
for the other four behaviors.  A very weak positive correlation was found between teachers’ 
ratings of their principals encouraging teachers to use instructional time for teaching and 
practicing new skills and concepts and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .091, n = 121, p = 
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.320).  Very weak negative correlations were found between the schools’ accountability ratings 
and teachers’ ratings of their principals limiting interruptions of instructional time by public 
address announcements (r = -.089, n = 121, p = .330), schools’ accountability ratings and 
ensuring students are not called to the office during instructional time ( r = -.054, n = 121, p = 
.553), schools’ accountability ratings and ensuring tardy and truant students suffer consequences 
for missing instructional time (r = -.096, n = 121, p = .294), and schools’ accountability ratings 
and limiting the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular activities on instructional time (r = -.106, n 
= 121, p = .248).  There was a very weak negative correlation between the schools’ 
accountability ratings and the overall items on the subscale titled Protecting Instructional Time  
(r = -.071, n = 121, p = .437). 
 Conclusion 19:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Protecting Instructional Time and the schools’ accountability ratings or between 
the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Correlation Results – Maintaining High Visibility and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the items included in the subscale named Maintaining High 
Visibility and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 37.  Means, standard 




Table 37  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Maintaining High 
Visibility and the Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
 
Take time to talk informally with students and teachers      4.08       1.069   .055      .548 
during recess and breaks 
 
Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with teachers      3.86       1.090   .115      .210 
and students 
 
Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular activities     4.28         .942   .076      .406 
 
Cover classes for teachers until a late or substitute       2.56       1.390  -.047      .613 
teacher arrives 
 
Tutor students or provide direct instruction to classes     2.19       1.374  -.130      .155 
 
Overall Score for Maintaining High Visibility      3.40         .914    .003      .976 
p<.05 
 
In Table 37, the data show no statistically significant relationships existed between the 
teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors within the subscale titled Maintaining 
High Visibility and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall score for the 
subscale and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak positive correlations for three of 
the teachers’ ratings of the leadership behaviors and schools’ accountability ratings, and there 
were very weak negative correlations for the two remaining behaviors and schools’ 
accountability ratings.  Very weak positive correlations were found between the schools’ 
accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals’ taking time to talk informally with 
students and teachers during recess and breaks (r = .055, n = 121, p = .548), the schools’ 
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accountability ratings and principals visiting classrooms to discuss school issues with teachers 
and students (r = .115, n = 121, p = .210), and the schools’ accountability ratings and the 
principals attending/participating in extra- and co-curricular activities (r = .076, n = 121, p = 
.406).  Very weak negative correlations were found between the schools’ accountability ratings 
and teachers’ ratings of their principals covering classes for teachers until a late or substitute 
teacher arrives (r = -.047, n = 121, p = .613) and the schools’ accountability ratings and 
principals tutoring students or providing direct instruction to classes (r = -.130, n = 121, p = 
.155).  There was a very weak positive correlation between the schools’ accountability ratings 
and the teachers’ ratings on the overall items on the subscale titled Maintaining High Visibility (r 
= .003, n = 121, p = .976). 
 Conclusion 20:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Maintaining High Visibility and the schools’ accountability ratings or between the 
teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings.  
Correlation Results – Providing Incentives for Teachers and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the teachers’ ratings on the items included in the subscale 
named Providing Incentives for Teachers and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in 




Table 38  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Providing Incentives 
for Teachers and the Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
 
Reinforce superior performance by teachers in staff       3.71       1.200 -.022      .809 
meetings, newsletters, and/or memos 
 
Compliment teachers privately for their efforts or       3.93       1.078   .037      .687 
performance 
 
Acknowledge teachers’ exceptional performance by      3.30       1.209   .141      .122 
writing memos for their personnel files 
 
Reward special efforts by teachers with opportunities      3.61       1.179   .004      .964 
for professional recognition 
 
Create professional growth opportunities for teachers      3.46       1.278   .070      .443 
as a reward for special contributions to the school 
 
Overall Score for Providing Incentives for Teachers      3.60        1.087   .051      .576 
p<.05 
 
In Table 38, there were no statistically significant relationships found between the 
teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors within the subscale titled Providing 
Incentives for Teachers and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall score 
for the subscale and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak positive correlation 
coefficients for the teachers’ ratings of four of the leadership behaviors and the schools’ 
accountability ratings, and there was a very weak negative correlation coefficient for the 
remaining teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and the schools’ 
accountability ratings.  Very weak positive correlations were found between the schools’ 
 
102 
accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals complimenting teachers privately 
for their efforts or performance (r = .037, n= 121, p = .687), the schools’ accountability ratings 
and teachers’ ratings of their principals acknowledging teachers’ exceptional performance by 
writing memos for their personnel files (r = .141, n= 121, p = .122), the schools’ accountability 
ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals rewarding special efforts by teachers with 
opportunities for professional recognition (r = .004, n= 121, p = .964), and the schools’ 
accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals creating professional growth 
opportunities for teachers as a reward for special contribution to the school (r = .070, n= 121, p = 
.443).  A very weak negative correlation was found between the schools’ accountability ratings 
and teachers’ ratings of their principals reinforcing superior performance by teachers in staff 
meetings, newsletters, and/or memos (r = -.022, n = 121, p = .809).  There was a very weak 
positive correlation between the schools’ accountability ratings and the teachers’ ratings of their  
principals on the overall items on the subscale titled Providing Incentives for Teachers (r = .051, 
n = 121, p = .576). 
Conclusion 21:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Providing Incentives for Teachers and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings.     
Correlation Results – Promoting Professional Development and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the teachers’ ratings of the items included in the subscale 
named Promoting Professional Development and the schools’ accountability ratings are 




Table 39  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Promoting 
Professional Development and the Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
 
Ensure that inservice activities attended by staff are       3.93        .964  .012      .897 
consistent with the school’s goals 
 
Actively support the use in the classroom of skills       3.96        .987  .076      .409 
acquired during inservice training 
 
Obtain the participation of the whole staff in important      3.88      1.069  .165      .070 
inservice activities 
 
Lead or attend teacher inservice activities concerned      3.83      1.046  .066      .471 
with instruction 
 
Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to share      3.74      1.116  .109      .234 
ideas or information from inservice activities 
 
Overall Score for Promoting Professional Development            3.87       .920  .099      .282 
p<.05 
 
In Table 39, the data show there were no statistically significant relationships between the 
teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors within the subscale titled Promoting 
Professional Development and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall 
score for the teachers’ ratings on the subscale and the accountability ratings.  There were very 
weak positive correlations found between the schools’ accountability ratings and teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors for all five of the administrator behaviors.  Very 
weak positive correlation coefficients were found for the schools’ accountability ratings and the 
teachers’ ratings of their principals ensuring that inservice activities attended by staff are 
 
104 
consistent with the school’s goals  (r = .012, n= 121, p = .897), the schools’ accountability 
ratings and the teachers’ ratings of their principals actively supporting the use in the classroom of 
skills acquired during inservice training (r = .076, n= 121, p = .409), the schools’ accountability 
ratings and the teachers’ ratings of their principals obtaining the participation of the whole staff 
in important inservice activities (r = .165, n= 121, p = .070), the schools’ accountability ratings 
and the teachers’ ratings of their principals leading or attending teacher inservice activities 
concerned with instruction (r = .066, n= 121, p = .471), and the schools’ accountability ratings 
and the teachers’ ratings of their principals setting aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to 
share ideas or information from inservice activities (r = .109, n= 121, p = .234). The correlation 
coefficient was close to being significant for the schools’ accountability ratings and the teachers’ 
ratings of their principals obtaining the participation of the whole staff in important in-service 
activities (r = .165, n= 121, p = .070). A very weak positive correlation was found between the 
schools’ accountability ratings and the teachers’ ratings of the overall items on the subscale for 
their principals promoting professional development (r = .099, n = 121, p = .282). 
Conclusion 22:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Promoting Professional Development and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Correlation Results – Providing Incentives for Learning and Accountability Ratings 
 The correlation results for the teachers’ ratings of the items included in the subscale 
named Providing Incentives for Learning and the schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in 




Table 40  
Relationships between Teachers’ Ratings Regarding School Administrators Providing Incentives 
for Learning and the Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121)  
             M            SD               r           Sig. 
 
 
Recognize students who do superior work with formal     4.17        .980  .103      .260 
rewards such as an honor roll or mention in the  
principal’s newsletter 
 
Use assemblies to honor students for academic      4.10      1.044  .151      .098 
accomplishments or for behavior or citizenship 
 
Recognize superior student achievement or       3.66      1.151  .056      .539 
improvement by seeing in the office the students with  
their work 
 
Contact parents to communicate improved or exemplary     3.71      1.091  .123      .179 
student performance or contributions 
 
Support teachers actively in their recognition and/or     4.07      1.001  .047      .606 
reward of student contribution to and accomplishments  
in class 
 
Overall Score for Providing Incentives for Learning      3.94         .900  .112      .220 
p<.05 
 
In Table 40, the data show there were no statistically significant relationships between the 
teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors within the subscale titled Providing 
Incentives for Learning and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall score 
for the subscale and the accountability ratings.  Very weak positive correlations were found 
between the schools’ accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals recognizing 
students who do superior work with formal rewards such as an honor roll or mention in the 
principal’s newsletter (r = .103, n= 121, p = .260), the schools’ accountability ratings and 
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teachers’ ratings of their principals using assemblies to honor students for academic 
accomplishments or for behavior or citizenship (r = .151, n= 121, p = .098), the schools’ 
accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals recognizing superior student 
achievement or improvement by seeing in the office the students with their work (r = .056, n= 
121, p = .539), the schools’ accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their principals 
contacting parents to communicate improved or exemplary student performance or contribution 
(r = .123, n= 121, p = .179), and the schools’ accountability ratings and teachers’ ratings of their 
principal supporting teachers actively in their recognition and/or reward of student contribution 
to and accomplishments in class (r = .047, n= 121, p = .606).  A very weak positive correlation 
was found between the schools’ accountability ratings and the overall subscale for teachers’ 
ratings of their principals providing incentives for learning (r = -.112, n = 121, p = .220).   
Conclusion 23:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Providing Incentives for Learning and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
The correlation results for the overall score for the domain named Developing a Positive 
School Learning Climate and schools’ accountability ratings are displayed in Table 41.  Means, 




Table 41  
Overall Ratings Regarding School Administrators Developing a Positive School Learning 
Climate and Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121) 
             M            SD              r           Sig.     
Protecting Instructional Time                   3.64        .887          -.071        .437 
 
Maintaining High Visibility                       3.40        .914            .003        .976 
 
Providing Incentives for Teachers                        3.60      1.087            .051        .576 
 
Promoting Professional Development                  3.87        .920            .099        .282                                                              
 
Providing Incentives for Learning                        3.94        .900            .112        .220 
       
Overall Score for Framing the School Goals            3.69        .843  .044      .629 
p<.05 
 
Table 41 shows there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices contained in the domain Developing 
a Positive School Learning Climate and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the 
overall score for the items of the domain and the accountability ratings.  There were very weak 
positive correlations for four of the subscales of the domain, and a very weak negative 
correlation was found for the remaining subscale.  Very weak positive correlations were found 
between the schools’ accountability ratings and the teachers ratings of their principals 
maintaining high visibility (r = .003, n = 121, p = .976), the schools’ accountability ratings and 
the teachers’ ratings of their principals providing incentives for teachers (r = .051, n = 121, p = 
.576), the schools’ accountability ratings and the teachers’ ratings of their principals promoting 
professional development (r = .099, n = 121, p = .282), and the schools’ accountability ratings 
and the teachers’ ratings of their principals providing incentives for learning (r = .112, n = 121, p 
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= .220).  A very weak negative correlation was found between the schools’ accountability ratings 
and the teachers’ ratings of their principals protecting instructional time (r = -.071, n = 121, p = 
.437).  There was a very weak positive correlation between the overall score for all of the items 
of the domain titled Developing a Positive School Learning Climate and the schools’ 
accountability ratings (r = .044, n = 121, p = .629). 
 Conclusion 24:  There were no statistically significant relationships between teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
domain Developing a Positive School Learning Climate and the schools’ accountability ratings 
or between the teachers’ ratings and the overall domain score and the schools’ accountability 
ratings. 
 The correlation results for the overall PIMRS score and the schools’ accountability 
ratings are displayed in Table 42.  Means, standard deviations, and correlations coefficients are 
provided in the table. 
Table 42  
Overall PIMRS Domain Ratings and Schools’ Accountability Ratings (N = 121) 
             M            SD              r           Sig.     
Defining the School Mission        4.10        .812            .018        .843 
           
Managing the Instructional Program                  4.00         .831            .070        .446 
 
Developing a Positive School Learning Climate                       3.69        .843             .044       .629 
       





Table 42 shows there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices contained within the three domains 
of the PIMRS and the accountability ratings of the schools or between the overall PIMRS score 
and the accountability ratings. There were very weak positive correlations for all three of the 
domains. Very weak positive correlations were found between the schools’ accountability ratings 
and the teachers’ ratings of their principals defining the school mission (r = .018, n = 121, p = 
.843), the schools’ accountability ratings and the teachers’ ratings of their principals managing 
the instructional program (r = .070, n = 121, p = .446), and the schools’ accountability ratings 
and the teachers’ ratings of their principals developing a positive school learning climate (r = 
.044, n = 121, p = .639).  There was a very weak positive correlation between the overall PIMRS 
score and the schools’ accountability ratings (r = .047, n = 121, p = .612). 
 Conclusion 25:  There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ 
ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in all 
three domains of the PIMRS and the schools’ accountability ratings or between the teachers’ 
ratings of the overall PIMRS and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Chapter Summary 
This study investigated teachers’ ratings of principals’ leadership behaviors and practices 
within three rural school districts by collecting responses on the PIMRS. Data were collected 
from 121 teachers.  Data were analyzed utilizing descriptive statistics, means, standard 
deviations, and correlation coefficients.   
For the domain titled Defining the School Mission, mean scores were reported for the 
teachers’ ratings of the principals’ behaviors on the subscales named Frame the School Goals (M 
= 4.20, SD = .789) and Communicate the School Goals (M = 3.99, SD = .907). The overall mean 
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score for the domain was 4.10 (SD = .812), indicating the teacher participants rated their 
principals as frequently engaging in school leadership behaviors or practices related to defining 
the school mission.  The findings show there were no statistically significant relationships 
between the teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the 
items included in the domain titled Defining the School Mission and the schools’ accountability 
ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall domain and the schools’ accountability 
ratings. 
For the domain titled Managing the Instructional Program, mean scores were reported 
for the teachers’ ratings of the principals’ behaviors on the subscales named Supervise and 
evaluate Instruction (M = 3.99, SD = .895), Coordinate the Curriculum (M = 3.94, SD = .990), 
and Monitor Student Progress (M = 4.06, SD = .763). The overall mean score for the domain was 
4.00 (SD =  .831) indicating the teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging 
in school leadership behaviors or practices related to managing the instructional program.  The 
findings show there were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of 
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the domain 
titled Managing the Instructional Program and the schools’ accountability ratings or between the 
teachers’ ratings of the overall domain and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
For the domain named Developing a Positive School Learning Climate, mean scores 
were reported for the teachers’ ratings of the principals’ behaviors on the subscales titled Protect 
Instructional Time (M = 3.64, SD = .887), Maintain High Visibility (M = 3.40, SD = .914), 
Provide Incentives for Teachers (M = 3.60, SD = 1.09), Promote Professional Development (M = 
3.87, SD = .920), and Provide Incentives for Learning (M = 3.94, SD = .900). The overall mean 
score for the domain was 3.69 (SD = .843) indicating the teacher participants rated their 
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principals as sometimes engaging in school leadership behaviors or practices related to 
developing a positive school learning climate.  The findings show there were no statistically 
significant relationships between teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and 
practices related to the items included in the domain Developing a Positive School Learning 
Climate and the schools’ accountability ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall 
domain  and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
The overall mean score for the teachers’ ratings on the PIMRS regarding their 
administrators’ behaviors for all 10 subscales comprising the three domains of the PIMRS was 
3.93 (SD = .790) indicating the teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging 
in school leadership behaviors or practices related to all of the items on the PIMRS.  In addition, 
no statistically significant relationship was found between the overall PIMRS score and the 





SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The major goal of this study was to explore teachers’ perceptions of the leadership 
behaviors of principals within three rural Mississippi school districts to identify leadership 
practices in efforts to improve student academic performance and accountability ratings.  
Further, the study sought to determine if positive relationships existed between the leadership 
behaviors and practices of the principals and the assigned accountability ratings of the school 
districts.  This Chapter presents a summary of the results, conclusions, a discussion of the 
findings, limitations of the study, general recommendations, and recommendations for future 
research. 
Summary 
 This study focused on specific teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership behaviors and 
their relationship to school accountability ratings which are determined primarily by student 
performance on mandated state assessments (Mississippi Department of Education, 2019).  State 
accountability ratings reflect the overall level of student academic performance as well as the 
effectiveness of principals and their leadership practices (Mississippi Department of Education, 
2019).  Within schools, teachers have the opportunity to observe the day-to-day leadership 
practices of principals most closely. 
In order to fully explore the focus of this study, four research questions were developed 
and used to examine teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership behaviors and the relationships 
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between those behaviors and schools’ accountability ratings of three rural school districts. The 
following research questions were used to guide the study. 
1) What are the teachers’ perceptions regarding school administrators’ leadership 
behaviors as measured on the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale in 
three rural school districts? 
2) Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions 
regarding the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Defining the 
School Mission (Framing the School’s Goals and Communicating the School’s Goals) 
as measured on the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings in three rural school districts? 
3) Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions 
regarding the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Managing the 
Instructional Program (Coordinating the Curriculum, Supervising and Evaluating 
Instruction, and Monitoring Student Progress) as measured on the Principal 
Instructional Management Rating Scale and the schools’ accountability ratings in 
three rural school districts? 
4) Are there statistically significant relationships between teachers’ perceptions 
regarding the administrators’ leadership behaviors associated with Developing a 
Positive School Learning Climate (Protecting Instructional Time, Providing 
Incentives for Teachers, Providing Incentives for Learning, Promoting Professional 
Development, and Maintaining High Visibility) as measured on the Principal 
Instructional Management Rating Scale and the schools’ accountability ratings in 
three rural school districts? 
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A survey research design was selected for the study.  The PIMRS survey was 
electronically administered during the spring semester of the 2019-2020 academic year.  A total 
of 121 teachers from eight schools across three school districts participated in this study.  
Responses to demographic questions showed the majority of the teachers who participated in the 
study were at their current schools fewer than six years, worked with their current principals 
fewer than three years, but had more than 10 years teaching experience.  An overwhelming 
majority of teachers who participated in the study reported the current accountability rating of 
their schools to be either A, B, or C, with more than half reporting a rating of A, B, or C when 
hired.   
The overall mean scores for domains titled Defining the Schools Goals (M = 4.10, SD = 
.907) and Managing the Instructional Program (M = 4.00, SD = .831) indicated principals 
frequently engaged in the leadership behaviors outlined in the PIMRS.  The overall mean score 
for the domain titled Developing a Positive School Learning Climate (M = 3.69, SD = .843) 
indicated the teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in effective 
leadership behaviors.  Overall, teacher participants of the study rated their administrators as 
sometimes engaging in the school leadership behaviors and practices included on all three 
domains which included all 10 subscales of the PIMRS (M = 3.69, SD = .843). 
Analysis of the data for the second, third, and fourth research questions yielded no 
statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership 
behaviors identified within the individual domains and the accountability ratings of the schools 
or between the overall scores for the subscale or overall PIMRS score and the accountability 
ratings.  Mostly, very weak positive correlations were found between the schools’ accountability 
ratings and the teachers’ ratings of their principals with each of the domains, Defining the School 
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Mission (r = .018, n = 121, p = .843), Managing the Instructional Program (r = .070, n = 121, p 
= .446), and Developing a Positive School Learning Climate (r = .044, n = 121, p = .629).  There 
was a very weak positive correlation between the overall PIMRS score and the schools’ 
accountability ratings (r = .047, n = 121, p = .612). 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions were determined based on the analysis of the data for the 
study.  The conclusions were formulated in response to the four research questions. 
1. The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in school 
leadership behaviors or practices related to framing the school’s goals (M = 4.20, SD 
= .789).  
2. The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in school  
leadership behaviors or practices related to communicating the school’s goals (M = 
3.99, SD = .907). 
3. The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in behaviors  
related to supervising and managing instruction (M = 3.99, SD = .895). 
4. The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in school  
leadership behaviors and practices related to coordinating the curriculum (M = 3.94, 
SD = .991).  
5. The teacher participants rated their principals as frequently engaging in school  
leadership behaviors and practices related to monitoring students’ progress (M = 4.06, 
SD = .763). 
6. The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in school  
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leadership behaviors and practices related to protecting instructional time (M = 3.64, 
SD = .887).   
7. The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in school  
leadership behaviors and practices related to maintaining high visibility (M = 3.40, 
SD = .914).   
8. The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in school  
leadership behaviors and practices related to providing incentives for teachers (M = 
3.60, SD = 1.087).   
9. The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in school  
leadership behaviors and practices related to promoting professional development (M 
= 3.87, SD = .920).   
10. The teacher participants rated their principals as sometimes engaging in school  
leadership behaviors and practices related to providing incentives for learning (M = 
3.94, SD = .900).  
11. Overall, the teacher participants of the study rated their administrators as sometimes  
engaging in the school leadership behaviors and practices included on all three 
domains (ten subscales) of the PIMRS (M = 3.93, SD = .790).  
12. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Framing the School Goals and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability 
ratings. 
13. There were no statically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of the  
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principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Communicating the School Goals and the schools’ accountability 
ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings. 
14. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
domain titled Defining the School Mission and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall domain score and the schools’ 
accountability ratings. 
15. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Supervising and Evaluating Instruction and the schools’ accountability 
ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings. 
16. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Coordinating the Curriculum and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability 
ratings.   
17. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Monitoring Student Progress and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
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between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability 
ratings. 
18. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
domain titled Managing the Instructional Program and the schools’ accountability 
ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall domain score and the schools’ 
accountability ratings. 
19. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Protecting Instructional Time and the schools’ accountability ratings 
or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings. 
20. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Maintaining High Visibility and the schools’ accountability ratings or 
between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ accountability 
ratings.  
21. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Providing Incentives for Teachers and the schools’ accountability 
ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings.     
22. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
 
119 
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Promoting Professional Development and the schools’ accountability 
ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings. 
23. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
subscale titled Providing Incentives for Learning and the schools’ accountability 
ratings or between the teachers’ ratings of the overall subscale and the schools’ 
accountability ratings. 
24. There were no statistically significant relationships between teachers’ ratings of the  
principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in the 
domain Developing a Positive School Learning Climate and the schools’ 
accountability ratings or between the teachers’ ratings and the overall domain score 
and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
25. There were no statistically significant relationships between the teachers’ ratings of  
the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices related to the items included in all 
three domains of the PIMRS and the schools’ accountability ratings or between the 
teachers’ ratings of the overall PIMRS and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Discussion 
 The general findings from the research study indicated that teachers perceived principals 
as engaging in effective leadership behaviors.  Data were analyzed from anonymous PIMRS 
survey results from participating teacher respondents. 
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The data reviewed of the domain titled Defining the School Mission revealed that 
teachers perceived principals as most frequently participating in leadership behaviors related to 
framing the school goals.  The majority of teacher respondents reported their principals as either 
frequently or almost always using data on student performance when developing the school’s 
academic goals (M = 4.36, SD = .845).  This finding revealed that principals appeared 
comfortable with using student data to establish academic goals for their schools.  Teachers also 
rated principals highly in developing a focused set of annual school-wide goals (M = 4.26, SD = 
.793), developing goals that were easily understood and used by teachers in the school (M = 4.25, 
SD = .888), and discussing the school’s academic goals with teachers at faculty meetings (M = 
4.25, SD = .859).  The emphasis placed on principals by the district to increase accountability 
ratings may account for the high incidence of setting and communicating school goals. 
The findings of this research are consistent with prior research related to principal 
leadership behaviors and establishing school goals.  Research indicated that successful school 
leaders routinely engaged in reviews of student achievement data in order to gauge progression 
toward reaching school goals (Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016; Chappelear & Price, 2012; Nettles & 
Herrington, 2007).  Research also indicated that successful school leaders establish and clearly 
communicate goals for the school in which they lead (Hewitt & Reitzug, 2015; Jacobson, 2011; 
O’Donnell & White, 2005; Silva et al., 2011; Soehner & Ryan, 2011; Tschannen-Moren & 
Gareis, 2015). 
The findings from the data reviewed of the domain Managing the Instructional Program 
suggest principals were more comfortable engaging in leadership behaviors related to monitoring 
student progress than coordinating the curriculum.  Teachers rated principals as either frequently 
or almost always using tests and other performance measure to assess progress toward school 
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goals (M = 4.31, SD = .764); however, principals were rated lowest for actively participating in 
the review of curricular materials (M = 3.79 SD = 1.147).  Again, the emphasis placed on 
principals by the district to increase accountability ratings may account for the high incidence of 
using test and other performance measure to assess progression toward school goals.  Principals 
may not have experience in the review or selection of curricular materials and may leave 
curricular decisions to trusted teachers or district personnel. 
The findings of this research pertaining to using student academic data to assess progress 
toward goals are consistent with prior research.  Research indicated that effective school leaders 
routinely monitor student academic performance (Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016; Chappelear & 
Price, 2012; Nettles & Herrington, 2007).  Although teachers perceived principals as only 
sometimes participating in the review of curricular materials, Cotton (2003), along with Nettles 
and Herrington (2007) reported involvement in curricular decisions to be an effective leadership 
behavior. 
The finding from the data reviewed was that teachers perceived their principals as only 
sometimes engaging in leadership behaviors associated with the domain Developing a Positive 
School Learning Climate.  The most varied responses in this domain were related to teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal maintaining high visibility.  Teachers rated principals highest in 
attending/participating in extra- and co-curricular activities (M = 4.28, SD = .942) and taking 
time to talk informally with students and teachers during recess and breaks (M = 4.08, SD = 
1.089).  These perceptions may be explained by the necessity of principals to be present at extra- 
and co-curricular activities as a representative of the school, particularly at athletic events.  
Principals may also interact with teachers and students during recess and class change.  
Principals were perceived as seldom tutoring students or providing direct instruction to classes 
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(M = 2.19, SD = 1.374) or covering classes for teachers until a late or substitute teacher arrives 
(M = 2.56, SD = 1.390).  The principals’ behaviors may be the result of a lack of confidence in 
the subject area, especially in a high school setting.   
 The findings are consistent with prior research related to attending school events and 
interacting with students and faculty.  Effective school leaders take the time to build connections 
with students and faculty members during the school day as well as at school functions 
(Gentilucci & Mutto, 2007; Hartman, 2018; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; Silva et al., 2011; 
Soehner & Ryan, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008; Wiezorek 
& Manard, 2018).  
 The overall findings of teachers’ perceptions of selected principals’ leadership behaviors 
as measured by the PIMRS are consistent with prior research.  Teachers rated principals highest 
on leadership behaviors related to framing and communicating the school goals.  Teachers rated 
principals lowest on leadership behaviors related to building a positive school learning climate, 
particularly in maintaining high visibility.  Schwan (2020) surveyed a total of 336 teachers, 94 
teacher candidates, and 75 principals utilizing the PIMRS in an effort to explore the importance 
placed on instructional leadership behaviors.  The research revealed that the primary focus for 
principal leadership behaviors was associated with communicating the school mission (Schwan, 
2020).  The research also revealed that the lowest rated behaviors and perceived as least 
important were associated with maintaining high visibility and protecting instructional time 
(Schwan, 2020).  Gurley et al. (2016) researched the self-perceptions of principals and 
perceptions of teachers regarding daily leadership behaviors.  Using the PIMRS, Gurley et al. 
(2016) surveyed 17 principals and 407 teachers with a school district.  Principals and teachers 
rated leadership behaviors related to defining the school mission highest.  The researchers 
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reported leadership behaviors related to developing the learning climate were rated lowest by 
both principals and teachers, with maintaining high visibility being rated the lowest of all 
leadership behaviors (Gurley, et al., 2016).          
In attempting to answer the three remaining research questions, the findings from the 
research study determined that no statistically significant relationships existed between the 
teachers’ ratings of the principals’ leadership behaviors and practices for any of the items 
included in the three domains of the PIMRS and the schools’ accountability ratings or between 
the teachers’ ratings of the overall PIMRS and the schools’ accountability ratings. 
Previous studies using the PIMRS found similar results as the current study.  The 
researchers who conducted the four studies mentioned here all utilized the PIMRS in their 
research, and their research studies were included in the literature review of the current study.  
O’Donnell and White (2005) reported teacher participants believed a major contributing factor in 
both reading and mathematics achievement was a positive and supportive learning environment.  
The researchers stated that when principals created and maintained a positive learning 
environment, trust was built among faculty members and students, and trust allowed students and 
teachers to feel safe enough to take risks academically (O’Donnell & White, 2005).  The 
researchers concluded that effective school leaders influenced student achievement through high 
expectations for faculty and students while still displaying caring.  Chappelear and Price (2012) 
reported principals were more likely to positively influence student academic performance when 
they were able to dissect student academic data without appointing blame for poor performance.  
Researchers also noted that principals built trust when they were honest about the academic 
status of the school and when a culture of accountability was established with both students and 
teachers (Chappelear & Price, 2012).  Chappelear and Price (2012) concluded the principals who 
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actively monitored student progress and protected teacher collaboration time built a school 
culture which led to high levels of student achievement.  Gurley et al. (2016) reported principals 
consistently rated themselves as more frequently engaging in behaviors related to instructional 
leadership.  The highest rated behaviors by both teachers and principals were behaviors related to 
defining the school mission (Gurley et al., 2016).  The lowest rated leadership behaviors reported 
in the study were related to developing the school learning climate, with maintaining high 
visibility as the lowest rated leadership behavior (Gurley et al., 2016).  Schwan (2020) stated 
principal leadership behaviors associated with communicating the school mission to stakeholders 
was perceived by teachers as the primary focus of principals.  The researcher concluded that the 
behaviors perceived to be the least important and received the lowest rating were associated with 
monitoring student progress, maintaining high visibility, and protecting instructional time 
(Schwan, 2020). 
Limitations 
 The results of this study are generalizable only to the principals leading schools within 
the three participating districts.  There are two limitations that must be noted in terms of 
generalizability of the findings.   
The first limitation was the school ratings of the participating teachers and principals.  
The three participating districts had varying accountability labels, and the schools within each 
district also had varying accountability ratings; however, only principals of schools rated “C” or 
higher granted permission to survey teachers.  The principals of the lowest performing schools in 
each of the three districts did not grant permission to survey teachers regarding their leadership 
behaviors and practices.  In which case, the findings of this study cannot be generalized to 
populations or schools with accountability ratings below “C.”   
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The second limitation of this study was uneven participation among the school districts.  
Only one school from District A and one school from District B participated in the research; 
however, all six schools in District C participated.  The researcher worked in District C at the 
time the study was conducted, and as a result, the level of teacher participation may have been 
influenced.  The researcher does recognize the sample size was small.  Responses were self-
given by participants and represented the truthfulness of the participants. 
Implications 
 By exploring teachers’ perceptions of principals’ leadership behaviors and practices and 
the relationship to their schools’ accountability ratings, this study adds to the existing literature 
on the indirect influence of principal leadership on student achievement.  This study may be 
useful in helping school leaders identify effective leadership behaviors.  The 50 behaviors of the 
PIMRS are research-based  and are included in the survey to principals and teachers.  All of 
these behaviors contribute to successful schools. 
Recommendations for School Leaders and Policymakers 
 As federal mandates and accountability models continue to evolve, the need exists for 
specialized courses to be included in preparation programs for rural school administrator 
candidates in order to prepare them more adequately for the challenges of leading rural schools.  
The leadership behaviors measured by the PIMRS are research-based and including them in 
leadership preparation programs would serve as a solid foundation for aspiring school leaders.  
In order to fully support aspiring school leaders following completion of a leadership program, 
college and universities should create and implement programs to monitor and support new 
school leaders as they begin implementing what was learned in their leadership preparation 
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programs.  School district administrators and current principals should become aware of the 
items included in the survey as well as consider self-analysis using the instrument. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 Although many researchers have conducted studies on principal leadership behaviors and 
student achievement, there is still a need to conduct further research to improve student 
outcomes.  The addition of principal responses to a self-reflection survey of leadership behaviors 
compared to schools’ accountability ratings may add an additional dimension to this study.   
1. A follow-up study should be conducted within the participating schools of each of the 
three districts with each principal deliberately implementing the behaviors outlined in the 
PIMRS and evaluating his/her use of those behaviors.  A comparison of teacher 
perceptions and accountability ratings could then be made to the current study. 
2. The study should be replicated with a large-scale population to determine differences 
and/or correlations with accountability outcomes including student performance. 
3.  A study should be conducted to determine the extent to which effective leadership 
practices and behaviors are utilized in low-performing rural schools, specifically in “D” 
and “F” rated schools.   
4. A study of student perceptions regarding principal leadership would also add to the 
current research on effective school leadership.  With the goal of improving student 
academic outcomes, effective leadership behaviors and practices should be the focus of 
school leaders. 
5. A study should be conducted of principals who have successfully improved the 
accountability rating of a low-performing, high-poverty, minority, rural school by at least 
two letter grades and maintained the improved rating for at least two years.  Exploring the 
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THE PRINCIPAL INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT SCALE  
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The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 
 
Part I:  Please provide the following information about yourself: 
(A) Name of your school ________________________________________ 
(B) Years, at the end of this school year, that you have worked at this school. _______ 
 
(C) Years, at the end of this school year, that you have worked with the current 
principal.  ________ 
 
(D) Years of experience as a teacher at the end of this school year.  __________ 
 
(E) School’s accountability rating when you were hired. 
______ A ______ B _______ C _______ D _______ F 
 
(F) School’s current accountability rating. 
______ A ______ B _______ C _______ D _______ F 
 
(G) Gender of your principal:   ________ Male  _________ Female 
 
 
Part II:  This questionnaire is designed to provide a profile of principal leadership.  It 
consists of 50 behavioral statements that describe principal job practices and behaviors.  
You are asked to consider each question in terms of your observations of the principal’s 
leadership over the past school year. 
 
Read each statement carefully.  Then circle the number that best fits the specific job 
behavior or practice of this principal during the past school year.  For the response to 
each statement: 
 
5 represents Almost Always 
4 represents Frequently 
3 represents Sometimes 
2 represents Seldom 
1 represents Almost Never 
 
In some cases, these responses may seem awkward; use your judgment in selecting the 
most appropriate response to such questions.  Please circle only one number per question.  





To what extent does your principal…? 
 
 
I. FRAME THE SCHOOL GOALS   Almost                         Almost 
Never   Always 
1.  Develop a focused set of annual school-wide 
goals       1 2 3 4        5 
 
2. Frame the school’s goals in terms of staff 
responsibilities for meeting them    1 2 3 4        5 
 
3. Use needs assessment or other formal and  
informal methods to secure staff input on goal  
development      1 2 3 4        5 
 
4. Use data on student performance when  
developing the school’s academic goals  1 2 3 4        5 
 
5. Develop goals that are easily understood and  
used by teachers in the school   1 2 3 4        5 
 
 
II. COMMUNICATE THE SCHOOL GOALS 
 
6. Communicate the school’s mission 
effectively to members of the school 
community      1 2 3 4        5 
 
7. Discuss the school’s academic goals with  
teachers at faculty meetings    1 2 3 4        5 
 
8. Refer to the school’s academic goals when  
making curricular decisions with teachers  1 2 3 4        5 
 
9. Ensure that the school’s academic goals are  
reflected in highly visible displays in the school  
(e.g. posters or bulletin boards emphasizing  
academic progress)     1 2 3 4        5 
 
10. Refer to the school’s goals or mission in forums  







III. SUPERVISE & EVALUATE INSTRUCTION 
 
11.  Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachers 
are consistent with the goals and direction of  
the school      1 2 3 4        5 
 
12. Review student work products when evaluating  
classroom instruction     1 2 3 4        5 
 
13. Conduct informal observations in classrooms on  
a regular basis (informal observations are  
unscheduled, last at least 5 minutes, and may or  
may not involve written feedback or a formal  
conference)      1 2 3 4        5 
 
14. Point out specific strengths in teacher’s  
instructional practices in post-observation  
feedback (e.g. in conferences or written  
evaluations)      1 2 3 4        5 
 
15. Point out specific weaknesses in teacher  
instructional practices in post-observation  
feedback (e.g. in conferences or written  




IV. COORDINATE THE CURRICULUM 
 
16.  Make clear who is responsible for coordinating  
the curriculum across grade levels (e.g. the  
principal, vice principal, or teacher-leaders)  1 2 3 4        5 
 
17. Draw upon the results of school-wide testing  
when making curricular decisions   1 2 3 4        5 
 
18. Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it  
covers the school’s curricular objectives  1 2 3 4        5 
 
19. Assess the overlap between the school’s  
curricular objectives and the school’s  
achievement tests     1 2 3 4        5
        
20. Participate actively in the review of  
curricular materials     1 2 3 4        5 
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V. MONITOR STUDENT PROGRESS 
 
21.  Meet individually with teachers to discuss  
student progress     1 2 3 4        5 
 
22. Discuss academic performance results with  
the faculty to identify curricular strengths  
and weaknesses     1 2 3 4        5 
 
23. Uses tests and other performance measure  
to assess progress toward school goals  1 2 3 4        5 
 
24. Inform teachers of the school’s performance  
results in written form (e.g. in a memo or  
newsletter)      1 2 3 4        5 
 
25. Inform students of school’s academic progress 1 2 3 4        5 
 
 
VI. PROTECT INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 
 
26.  Limit interruptions of instructional time by  
public address announcements   1 2 3 4        5 
 
27. Ensure that students are not called to the office  
during instructional time    1 2 3 4        5 
 
28. Ensure that tardy and truant students suffer  
consequences for missing instructional time  1 2 3 4        5 
 
29. Encourage teachers to use instructional time  
for teaching and practicing new skills and  
concepts      1 2 3 4        5 
 
30. Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular  
activities on instructional time   1 2 3 4        5 
 
 
VII. MAINTAIN HIGH VISIBILITY 
 
31. Take time to talk informally with students and  
teachers during recess and breaks   1 2 3 4        5 
 
32. Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with  
teachers and students     1 2 3 4        5 
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33. Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular  
activities      1 2 3 4        5 
 
34. Cover classes for teachers until a late or  
substitute teacher arrives    1 2 3 4        5 
 
35. Tutor students or provide direct instruction to  
classes       1 2 3 4        5 
 
 
VIII. PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS 
 
36.  Reinforce superior performance by teachers in  
staff meetings, newsletters, and/or memos  1 2 3 4        5 
 
37. Compliment teachers privately for their efforts  
or performance     1 2 3 4        5 
 
38. Acknowledge teachers’ exceptional performance  
by writing memos for their personnel files  1 2 3 4        5 
 
39. Reward special efforts by teachers with  
opportunities for professional recognition  1 2 3 4        5 
 
40. Create professional growth opportunities for  
teachers as a reward for special contributions  
to the school      1 2 3 4        5 
 
 
IX. PROMOTE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
41.  Ensure that inservice activities attended by  
staff are consistent with the school’s goals  1 2 3 4        5 
 
42. Actively support the use in the classroom of  
skills acquired during inservice training  1 2 3 4        5 
 
43. Obtain the participation of the whole staff in  
important inservice activities    1 2 3 4        5 
 
44. Lead or attend teacher inservice activities  






45. Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers  
to share ideas or information from inservice  
activities      1 2 3 4        5 
 
 
X. PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR LEARNING 
 
46.  Recognize students who do superior work  
with formal rewards such as an honor roll  
or mention in the principal’s newsletter  1 2 3 4        5 
 
47. Use assemblies to honor students for academic  
accomplishments or for behavior or citizenship 1 2 3 4        5 
 
48. Recognize superior student achievement or  
improvement by seeing in the office the students  
with their work     1 2 3 4        5 
 
49. Contact parents to communicate improved or  
exemplary student performance or contributions 1 2 3 4        5 
 
50. Support teachers actively in their recognition  
and/or reward of student contribution to and  
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